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Executive Summary

August 1998

The Intergovernmental Committee on Urban and Regional Research (ICURR) requested an update of the
Regulatory Processes Fact-Finding Project, a 1992 study that looked at the steps and timeframes of the regulatory
processes in 10 Canadian cities that developers must typically follow to build housing. The original study was
one of several undertaken by the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) to learn more about
supply-side factors influencing housing affordability.

The objective of this update study is the same as that of the original work, although important additions have
been made. First, changes to provincial planning legislation and various municipal streamlining initiatives
undertaken since 1992 are outlined. Second, an attempt is made to relate the study findings to housing
affordability, and there is a brief presentation of the literature addressing regulatory processes and housing
costs. Third, for each of the cities studied, a local developer’s view on the regulatory process is included.
Finally, the study concludes with some speculations on the effects of different regulatory approaches on
approval time and complexity, which in turn affect housing affordability.

The method of data generation used is the same as that of the original study in order to maintain data
continuity and comparability. Using a questionnaire survey, municipal officials were asked to describe the
typical steps and timeframes of the regulatory processes that developers must follow to build housing there.
But municipal regulators do not produce housing: developers do. Using a questionnaire survey, a local
industry contact in each municipality was asked about his/her perceptions of the municipal process, to
provide his/her experiences in seeking approval for higher density development, and to make any
suggestions for improvements to the regulatory processes. The local Home Builders’ Association in each of the
10 cities provided the industry contacts.

The study muhicipalities include:

¢ St. John's, Newfoundland;

o Charlottetown, Prince Edward Island;

¢ Halifax Regional Municipality, Nova Scotia;
¢ Saint John, New Brunswick;

¢ Laval, Québec;

* Mississauga, Ontario;

¢ Winnipeg, Manitoba;

* Regina, Saskatchewan;

e Calgary, Alberta; and

* Surrey, British Columbia.

The regulatory processes considered here include land development approval, building approval, and
inspection. The steps and timeframes for each of these processes are analyzed with respect to two housing
types under four typical development scenarios. The development scenarios include:

Scenario 1 — proposed project does not conform with the municipal plan;

Scenario 2 — proposed project site is within an area undesignated by the municipal plan;

Scenario 3 — proposed project conforms with the municipal plan; and,

Scenario 4 —~ proposed project seeks to substantially increase density above the municipal plan and
zoning.

iii



Scenario 4 is new to this update study and is essentially a subset of Scenario 1. It is added as a proximate
measure of the response of the regulatory system to the production of more affordable housing. The two types
of housing include:

Type A - single family development (2-10 hectares); and
Type B — multiples and high-rise development.

Analysis of the survey results includes comparison with the original 1992 study results, as well as among the
cities themselves, where possible. The study finds that depending upon the development scenario and housing
type, most municipalities have generally seen an overall reduction in total approval times since 1992. Under
some scenarios and housing types, total approval times remain unchanged or have increased slightly. Overall,
Regina, Saint John, and St. John's have the quickest turnaround for all approvals. Mississauga, Calgary, and
Halifax Regional Municipality have the slowest. Charlottetown is the only municipality of the ten without a
municipal plan, making comparison difficult. Still, rezoning and subdivision approval in Charlottetown takes
only 10 to 14 weeks to complete.

It is possible to speculate on the effects of different regulatory approaches of development on approval time
and complexity, which in turn impact on housing affordability. This may offer some insights on process design
with respect to efficiency, flexibility, and responsiveness to affordable housing. The following is offered.

Number of Steps Matters

More steps in the regulatory processes result in more time—and more costs—for the applicant. Generally,
municipalities with the simplest processes are also the ones with the shortest total approval time. Also
important is the range in approval times between best-case and worst-case scenario applications. A narrow
timeframe means a more predictable process for the applicant.

Management Involvement Has Impact

Some regulatory processes may be described as “management heavy” and include several steps that involve
various senior level staff reviews. This level of management involvement can add significantly to the total
approval time.

Provincial Involvement Has Impact

In almost every municipality in this study, at least one land development approval process requires provincial
involvement. Municipal plan amendment generally requires provincial approval. It is obvious that delegation
of approval authority to the municipal level would reduce significantly the total approval times.

Public Involvement Has Impact

Public involvement is a necessary (although time consuming) aspect of planning. Public input is sought in
different ways in the regulatory processes. The simplest processes, and the quickest, provide one formal
opportunity for public comment, even when several applications for the same proposal are being processed
concurrently.

One-Stop Buying vs. One-Stop Selling _

A popular streamlining method in Canadian municipalities is the one-stop shopping centre for permits. While
one-stop shopping makes it easier to file an application, it has no effect on the review of that application. This is
not to suggest that the ease of application is not a key concern among developers, its just that it has no bearing
on how long the developer will be tied up in review.

iv
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However, another streamlining method is gaining acceptance in Canada: one-stop selling through coordinated
review and decision-making. Briefly, a committee or group of staff from relevant departments provides
coordinated review and recommendations that are forwarded directly to a standing committee of Council.
This avoids the complexity and lengthy approval times associated with the multi-layer review of development
applications. A good example of this method is Calgary’s Corporate Planning Applications Group (CPAG), in
place since 1997.
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Introduction

In 1992, the National Housing Research Committee began a research initiative on housing access and
affordability in Canada. Under this initiative funded by the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation
(CMHC), a number of studies were undertaken to learn more about supply-side factors influencing housing
affordability. The Regulatory Processes Fact-Finding Project was one of these studies. It looked at the steps and
timeframes of the regulatory processes in 10 Canadian cities that developers must typically follow to build
housing.

The Intergovernmental Committee on Urban and Regional Research (ICURR) has requested an update of the
Regulatory Processes Fact-Finding Project, as changes to provincial planning legislation and municipal
streamlining initiatives have likely occurred since 1992. This update is intended to highlight these changes and
to report on the regulatory processes as they currently stand.

1.1 Study Objective

The objective of this update study is essentially the same as that of the original work: documentation of the
steps and timeframes of the regulatory processes in 10 Canadian cities that developers must typically follow to
build housing. In so doing, changes to provincial planning legislation and various municipal streamlining
initiatives undertaken since 1992 are outlined. These changes and initiatives affect the steps and timeframes of
the regulatory processes.

An attempt is also made to relate the study findings to housing affordability. There is a brief presentation of
the literature which addresses regulatory processes and housing costs. Also, for each of the cities studied, a

local developer’s view on the regulatory process is included. Finally, the study concludes with some

speculations on the effects of different regulatory approaches on approval time and complexity, which in turn
affect housing affordability.

1.2 Study Method
The study includes the development of a data generation and analysis framework, the actual generation of the
data and their analysis, and discussion of the findings with respect to housing affordability.

Framework

The framework for the generation and analysis of data is guided by a review of the literature on the
relationship between the regulatory processes and housing affordability. These processes, which include the
administrative structures and procedures for development review and consultation, are considered an
important factor in the production of affordable housing. However, the focus of the literature is more on
regulatory control, or the legal tools to guide development. The focus is also decidedly American. As a result,
the literature on regulatory processes is not as robust. Neither is that of Canadian origin. Please refer to the
next section, The Literature.

Data Generation :
In order to maintain data continuity and comparability, the method of data generation used is the same as that
of the original study. A questionnaire survey of municipal officials in ten cities representing ten Canadian
provinces was conducted. The study municipalities include:

St. John’s, Newfoundland;

Charlottetown, Prince Edward Island;
Halifax Regional Municipality, Nova Scotia;
Saint John, New Brunswick;



Laval, Québec;

¢ Mississauga, Ontario;

* Winnipeg, Manitoba;
Regina, Saskatchewan;
Calgary, Alberta; and
Surrey, British Columbia.

Each municipality was asked to describe the typical steps and timeframes of the regulatory processes that
developers must follow to build housing there. More specifically:

* the various steps in each of the three regulatory processes (land development, building approval,
inspection);

* the time spent in each step as the process is applied to different types of housing development and four
development scenarios; ‘

* variations in the processes; and

* changes that have been made to the processes since 1992, either through provincial legislation or
municipal initiative.

Since municipal regulators do not produce housing (developers do), the perceptions of the development
community with respect to these regulatory processes are of particular importance. The local Home Builders’
Association in each of the 10 cities provide suitable industry contacts. Using a questionnaire survey, one
contact in each city was asked to provide his/her experiences and insights with respect to the local system,
especially with respect to the following:

* perceptions about the various steps of the regulatory processes, and the time spent in each step; -

* experience in seeking approval for higher density development than that permitted under the
municipal plan and zoning bylaw;

* suggestions for improvements to the regulatory processes, and estimations of savings in time and
money; and

* the type and average number of units built in the last five years.

As noted, there are three regulatory processes considered in this study—land development, building approval,
and inspection.

1 - Land Development Process ,
The land development process is the most complex, and is comprised of a series of separate approvals.
Depending upon the nature of the project—location, size, zoning, etc.—a development proposal may
require one or all of the approvals. There are generally three key approvals that are part of the land
development process:

a) Municipal Plan Amendment
The municipal plan is a broad policy statement outlining what development should go where as
well as when it should occur. Development proposals that require a municipal plan amendment are
generally more controversial in nature and necessitate extensive public involvement and provincial
approval.

b) Rezoning Approval

The zoning or land use bylaw is the key development control device in Canada. It specifies the type
and density of development permitted in certain districts. A proposal that does not comply with the
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type or density of development permitted requires rezoning approval. Since the zoning bylaw must
be consistent with the municipal plan, a development proposal that requires municipal plan
amendment also requires rezoning. In most cases, the approval authority for rezoning is delegated
to the municipality from the province. :

¢) Subdivision Approval

The third approval of the land development process is subdivision. Subdivision approval is
required for the division of a parcel of land into several lots, or the consolidation of several lots into
one. This can be a very long, complicated process due to determination of infrastructure services
required (sewer, water, roads, etc.), and the preparation of servicing agreements. These agreements
specify how the site will be prepared for housing, and the developer must post bonds to cover the
cost of this preparation.

In many municipalities, these applications may be processed concurrently in order to streamline the
approval process. In many cases, it is possible for a developer to file one application for two
approvals. In others, the developer must file several applications. It is the developer’s decision to
apply concurrently or not. This decision often depends upon the ability of the developer to provide
the level of information required upfront, and the financial risk of doing so should certain
approvals be denied later on. Finally, although applications may be processed concurrently, they
are generally given in a specific order: municipal plan amendment before rezoning, and rezoning
before subdivision.

Building Approval Process

This process involves the technical review of building plans that accompany an application for
development. These plans must be in compliance with the National Building Code, or a provincial code
if one is in place. Once it is confirmed that the plans are in compliance with the code, a building permit
is issued and construction may begin. For single family residential units, the technical review is
generally straightforward; however, residential high-rise construction is more complex and involves
several specialists. Although the building approval process may begin during the land development
process, no building permit is issued until final development approvals are granted.

Inspection Process

This process is the most uniform among the municipalities. It generally involves inspection during
various stages of construction, including preconstruction, framing and rough-in, heating and
insulation, and final. During preconstruction, the foundation footings, storm outfall, and damp
proofing are inspected. At framing and rough-in, electrical wiring, plumbing fixtures, and the framing
itself are inspected before the installation of drywall. During the heating and insulation stage, this work
is surveyed and all heating installations are examined. Final inspection is a final check by all of the
various inspectors before an occupancy permit is issued. Depending upon the type of construction,
several visits by the inspectors may be made during each construction stage.

-

~
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The steps and timeframes for each of the land development, building approval, and inspection processes were
to be provided. The steps and timeframes for two housing types under four typical development scenarios
were examined. The development scenarios include:

Scenario 1 - proposed project does not conform with the municipal plan;
Scenario 2 — proposed project site is within an area undesignated by the municipal plan;
Scenario 3 — proposed project conforms with the municipal plan; and,



Scenario 4 - proposed project seeks to substantially increase density above the municipal plan and
zoning.

Scenario 2 applies in Charlottetown only as it has no municipal plan. Since all other study municipalities have
a plan that designates all land within the jurisdiction, Scenario 2 does not apply. Scenario 4 is essentially a
subset of Scenario 1, but is added as a proximate measure of the response of the regulatory system to the
production of more affordable housing. The two types of housing include:

Type A - single family development (2-10 hectares); and
Type B — multiples and high-rise development.

Data Analysis

The data generated by the survey questionnaires are analyzed for two purposes. First, a “then-and-now”
comparison looks at the steps and timeframes of the regulatory processes in 1992 and today in order to
highlight any changes. Second, a “who-says-what” comparison looks at the municipal and industry
questionnaire survey responses in order to highlight their different perceptions. To maintain data continuity
and comparability, the update findings are organized and presented in a format similar to that of the original
study.

Discussion

Based on the findings, speculations are made on the possible relationships between different regulatory
approaches of development and housing affordability. The focus is on response times, information
requirements, bureaucratic hurdles, cost implications, etc. This may offer some insights on process design with
respect to efficiency, flexibility, and responsiveness to affordable housing.
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The Literature

Since the 1940s, planning policy has recognized housing, especially single-family home ownership, as the basis
of social stability (1994: King County Housing Partnership). However, over the past fifteen years, multi-family
housing starts have risen rapidly in most urban centres. A number of reasons for this have been identified.
First, with significant increases in land values, land supply for affordable housing has decreased (1994: King
County Housing Partnership). Second, in many areas development is restricted in order to protect natural
habitat, community character, or agricultural lands. Third, in areas of rapid growth, management plans have
been put in place to control when, where, and how development will occur (1992: Lowry and Ferguson). As a
result, there has been a shift to housing types that take up less land. '

At the same time, development regulation at the local level has proliferated. This has occurred in part due to
the shifting of financial responsibility for the provision of physical and social infrastructure to local
government (1992: Lowry and Ferguson). A search for ways other than taxation to raise funds for the
provision and maintenance of that infrastructure.

The increased demand for housing, the reduced supply of cheap land, and the increased regulatory control by
local government has meant increased housing cost. There is particular concern that development regulations
can substantially increase development cost and consequently the price for the consumer.

Focus of Regulatory Reform
In order to combat the effects of regulation on housing affordability, regulatory reform has received much
attention. Literature on the subject of development regulation and affordable housing considers both

regulatory control and regulatory process. It is also dominated by U.S. as opposed to Canadian research. With

respect to regulatory control, the focus of reform is the provision of greater flexibility in the application of the
legal tools available to guide development, such as zoning. With respect to regulatory process, the focus of
reform is the streamlining of the administrative structures and procedures for development review and
consultation. While the focus of this study is “process,” regulatory reform cannot be considered without
looking at the aspect of “control.” It is interesting to note that the reform of regulatory control garners most of
the attention in the literature. As a result, the literature on the reform of regulatory processes is not as robust.

It should also be noted that “the goal of any reform should not be the elimination of municipal regulations.
Regulations are created in response to the legitimate concerns of local residents. Any conclusions about the
desirability of these regulations must be made within the context of the goals and intentions behind the
policies (1995: Somerville).” A good regulatory mechanism must be able to address the legitimate community
concerns without adversely effecting housing affordability.

Regulatory Control

Regulatory control is achieved through conventional land use tools—comprehensive planning, zoning,
and development standards—in order to provide for the orderly development of land within
municipalities. The comprehensive plan sets out the policies and objectives that guide the use of land,
including: the location of various land use types; the type, tenure and density of housing; the direction
of future growth; the design of the transportation network; and, the location of utility services (1989:
Energy Pathways Inc.). The zoning bylaw implements the comprehensive plan by establishing the type
of land use, maximum density, minimum and maximum lot areas, floor areas of buildings, building
setbacks from property lines, location of fences, off-street parking provisions, landscaping
requirements, and the design and appearance of buildings (1989: Energy Pathways Inc.). Development
standards establish conditions for the development of land and may include road and sidewalk widths,



garbage storage facilities, grading, easements, lighting, and parking facilities (1989: Energy Pathways
Inc.). These standards are generally outlined in development agreements between the municipality and
the developer to address the sharing of costs associated with the construction of certain items needed to
service the development.

The focus of reform here is the use of more flexible alternatives to conventional land use control tools.
The increased flexibility provided by these alternatives is intended to reduce the overall unit costs for
developers, and “to be more responsive to changing demographics, family structures, lifestyles, and
economic realities (1991: Energy Pathways Inc).” There are several alternatives, relating mostly to
zoning, including planned unit development (PUD), incentive zoning, and performance zoning.

One of the earliest alternatives to zoning is planned unit development (PUD) (1978: U.S. HUD). The PUD
scheme is used within traditional zoning and allows relief from conventional standards for certain
parcels of land in exchange for a higher quality development. PUD allows a developer increased
flexibility in locating buildings, mixing various land uses and housing types, locating functional open
space, and preserving significant features, all within defined gross development densities (1992:
Municipal Research & Services Center of Washington). The advantages of the PUD scheme include
larger common areas, higher densities to reduce land and development costs per unit, flexibility in
design, and local tax revenues that exceed service costs. Disadvantages include an often elaborate and
discretionary review process involving significant negotiation between the municipality and the
developer.

Incentive zoning offers inducements in the form of specified bonuses to developers in return for the
inclusion of certain prescribed elements regarded as publicly desirable (1978: U.S. HUD). The provision
of affordable housing units in a development is a common goal of incentive zoning. The private
incentives and public benefits are tied together in the zoning ordinance according to exact formulas.
Incentives can include tax abatement, density increase, street improvements, subsidies, unit size
changes, and additional use types. Advantages of incentive zoning include the provision of
community-desired facilities, at no or low local government expenditure. In reality, developers will
only provide public facilities if there is some benefit to the project, and excessive requirements by a
municipality may be considered as an exaction by the developer.

Performance zoning is another alternative to the conventional approach. This involves the regulation of
land not by use, but by the actual physical characteristics and functions (performance) of a use as
measured against predetermined standards (1988: Porter). Any use may locate adjacent any other
provided it satisfies the performance standards, and while there are no limits to potential land uses, site
planning, building design, facility operation, and other factors may be strictly controlled. Advantages
include flexibility in both use and design, improved response to the demands of the marketplace, and a
rational (instead of arbitrary) approach to land use control (1974: Oregon State University Extension
Service). Disadvantages include difficulty with administration, enforcement, and technical
requirements, and a greater need for trained, expert staff.

The literature also touches on the effects development standards have on housing affordability. The
argument is that regulators often err on the side of excessive requirements “when they are unsure of -
precise, appropriate standards for sewer systems, fire protection, soil conditions, wetland buffers,
energy conservation, etc. (1994: King County Housing Partnership).” As well, over-engineering is often
used to minimize or eliminate future maintenance requirements that have traditionally fallen on the
public sector. The result: unnecessarily high standards that are beyond those needed to satisfy health
and safety concerns and they increase the unit cost of housing (1994: U.S. HUD). Alternative
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development standards are put forward as a solution, which include reduced street width and cul-de-
sac turnaround requirements, modified curb, gutter, and sidewalk requirements, reduced parking
standards, modified service requirements, etc. (1991: Energy Pathways Inc). However, much of the
renewed interest in compact development focuses on sustainable development and the cost of
infrastructure, rather than housing affordability.

Regulatory Process

The regulatory process is the most frequent point of contact between municipal government and
developers (1994: U.S. HUD). The process includes the forms and procedures with which a
municipality exercises its regulatory provisions and powers, and it involves the review of development
applications and the rendering of a decision. The process can be complex with many different
approvals required before permits may be issued. Public notification and consultation may also be
required. Furthermore, the criteria for obtaining approvals and permits may not always be clear, and
many different government departments and committees may be involved.

Inefficiencies and delays in the regulatory process result in significant costs in lost time and
opportunity, in interest and tax payments on land, and in slow responses to quickly changing markets.
In fact, most developers estimate that the final selling price of a residential unit must be inflated by
approximately one to two percent for each month of delay during the latter stages of development
(1978: Seidel). These costs vary but they generally relate to overhead expenditures that continue to
mount regardless of whether work on the project is progressing or not (1978: Seidel). As approvals are
often piggy-backed, no step in the regulatory process is free from the potential for delay, and in some
cases, projects are terrhinated when delays in the regulatory process make them no longer economically
feasible. There are several reasons for delays in the regulatory process.

e unclear application procedures;

e competing jurisdictional authorities;

» overlapping jurisdictions between government departments;

¢ complicated and uncoordinated building permit application and review procedures;
e lack of trained staff;

* repeated postponement of decisions; and,

* ineffective mechanisms for public consultation (1989: Energy Pathways Inc.).

Most developers cite procedural complexify, delay, and uncertainty of outcome as the most significant
factors in determining whether or not to proceed with a proposal (1992: Lowry and Ferguson). These
factors have become more prominent in the past 15 years as local, provincial, and federal agencies
impose increasingly rigid conditions on residential development projects in pursuit of government
agendas and in meeting uncoordinated or conflicting standards (1992: Lowry and Ferguson). Similarly,
environmental protection laws and open public review processes can stifle innovation. Developers will
adhere to the existing land use plan and zoning bylaw because that is the quickest way to obtain
approval.

Process reform generally focuses on reduction in the time it takes for a municipality to grant final
approval. To date, most jurisdictions tend to streamline application processing only when faced with
severe overloads. However, preventing unnecessary delays and avoiding unnecessary processing is
only part of the solution; reform should also improve process predictability and project scheduling,
eliminate unnecessary costs, and allow innovation to flourish (1994: U.S. HUD).



There are a variety of reform measures, including central application and information centres, team
review processes, joint hearing of applications, staff training and education, application tracking
systems, and improved information dissemination and public consultation. Many municipalities are
focusing their efforts on one-stop permitting centres where information about all applications for
permits and approvals can be found. These centres are an important source of information on building
rules, regulations, and the application and approval process. They also provide application forms for
all permits and approvals and ensure applications are complete before they are accepted. Finally, these
centres monitor the progress of various applications and notify applicants when their application is
being processed.

What have these reform measures achieved? First, they provide clarification for applicants on the
information requirements in completing the application—usually through a preliminary review—and
identify potential problems for approvals. Second, by tracking applications through the approvals
process, an applicant can readily determine the status of his/her application, which will help in project
scheduling. Third, simple streamlining of the administration and processing helps to reduce lengthy
approvals that have a direct impact on development costs. It aims at avoiding duplicating permits,
multiple layers of review, and poorly coordinated consultation. Finally, clarification, tracking, and
streamlining should help improve predictability for the applicant.

Many of the reform initiatives are reported in the study. Please refer to the city-by-city analysis in section
Detailed Findings.
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The Legislation

Several Canadian provinces have made changes to their planning legislation since the original study was
completed. In many cases, these legislative changes affect the development regulatory processes. The
following is an overview of these changes where they have occurred.

Newfoundland
A minor change to the Urban and Rural Planning Act in 1997 reduced the public notice period required for
provincial public hearings from 4 weeks to 2 weeks.

Prince Edward Island :

The regulations under a new Planning Act have been completed and are in final draft form. It is estimated that
the new legislation will be put forward for approval in 1998. With respect to the regulatory process, no
significant changes from the current approach are proposed in this legislation.

.Nova Scotia

No changes to provincial legislation with respect to the development approval process have been made since
1992.

New Brunswick

A number of changes to the provincial planning legislation in New Brunswick are anticipated. Proposed
changes to the Provincial Building Regulation will make building permits mandatory throughout the province.
A new “single-entry point” or “one-window” concept has been developed and a pilot program to test the
concept will be introduced, possibly in 1999. Under this program, all development and building applications
will be handled by development officers in district planning commissions and sent electronically to various

* approval agencies. As part of the system, a province-wide land database will be established to track

development and support policy development in land use planning.

Québec

In 1996, Québec planning legislation was changed in an attempt to simplify rezoning approvals. In the past,
once the public hearing was held, the public had four days to register on a referendum list concerning the draft
bylaw. Matters for referendum included change of use, density ratio, parking, setbacks, signs, etc. If opposition
was sufficient, a referendum poll on the draft bylaw was held. With the change in 1996, the referendum poll
will not encompass an entire draft bylaw. Only relevant matters in the draft bylaw are considered, the
remaining matters are adopted as a second draft.

Ontario

The proclamation of the Land Use Planning and Protection Act in May 1996 was intended to bring about a
simpler, faster, and more effective planning system. Economic recovery was the focus of this legislation which
attempted to remove the red tape and obstacles to growth. Several changes made under this legislation do
affect the timeframes of the development regulatory process. For instance, approval times have been cut in half
with the streamlining of the regulatory process. A new “one window” approach is underway whereby the
plan review process at the provincial level is coordinated by one ministry (Municipal Affairs and Housing)
with only complex applications circulated to other relevant ministries as necessary. This is being done for the
purpose of achieving better customer service and more streamlined approvals. Also, an alternative dispute
resolution mechanism is being promoted by the province to resolve conflict in planning matters and reduce
the number of lengthy appeals to the Ontario Municipal Board.



Other changes include the delegation of powers to approve applications of subdivision to the county level in
order to avoid unnecessary duplication of review by the province. The province now has the ability to exempt
municipalities from ministerial approval of Official Plans and amendments. Planning decisions no longer have
to “be consistent with” provincial policy, and municipalities are prevented from introducing new
development charges until a provincial review of the matter is complete.

Manitoba
No changes to relevant provincial legislation since 1992.

Saskatchewan

A new Planning and Development Act has been passed in Saskatchewan. The Act gives the province the power
to delegate subdivision approval to the local level. In cases where subdivision approval authority has been
delegated, amendments to the Act now permit final approval to rest with the development officer, instead of
Council. The result is a possible reduction in approval times. Other changes, such as minor variance and
demolition control provisions, are intended to enhance local autonomy and increase flexibility for
development.

Alberta

The planning legislation in Alberta was amended in 1995, with further minor amendments made in 1996. In
1995, the Planning Act was consolidated into a new Municipal Government Act. The planning portion of the new
Act came into effect in September 1995. Changes were made to streamline the regulatory planning process by
directing that most subdivision appeals be handled at the local level (rather than going to the provincial
Municipal Government Board), by eliminating regional plans and the need for amendments to bring plans and
subdivisions into conformity with them, and by removing certain standards from the Act and regulations
which may have set some limits on municipal approvals. No substantial changes to the development approval
process were made.

British Columbia
No changes to relevant provincial legislation since 1992.

10
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Detailed Findings

St. John’s, Newfoundland

1 Land Development

The land development process in St. John's includes three approvals: rezoning; Municipal Plan amendment;
and development application. As the Municipal Plan designates all lands within the jurisdiction, Scenario 2 is
not applicable in St. John's.

Several minor changes have been made to the land development process in St. John’s since 1992. These
changes reflect streamlining initiatives in the area of public input.

1.1 Rezoning

This is the first consideration under the land development process, when required. Unlike all other
jurisdictions in this study, rezoning consideration may begin prior to amendment of the Municipal Plan for
applications that are controversial or if public acceptance is unclear. In the other jurisdictions, an application
for rezoning is not considered until at least the plan amendment process begins.

Time in Weeks

Scenario 1 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Amendment of | No Amendment of | High Density
Plan Needed Plan Needed

Type A | Type B | Type A | Type B Type A/B
Singles | Multi | Singles Mutti Singles/Multi

1- Application Review. The application for rezoning is
received by the City and circulated to Engineering and
Planning, Parks, Traffic, Public Works, and provincial and 2-4 2-4 2-4 24 2-4
federal government departments for comment as
necessary.

2- Report. Comments are incorporated into a report
prepared for committee consideration and recommendation.
The Development Committee includes relevant senior
municipal staff who meet weekly to consider development 1-3 1-3 1-2 1-2 1-3
applications and make recommendations to Council.
Planning Committee is a standing committee of Council and
meets monthly to make recommendations on planning and
zoning matters.

3- Public Meeting. Council holds a public meeting on the
application, but may-waive this requirement if public
reaction is favourable, if controversy is not anticipated, or if
a public hearing is required under the Planning Act, i.e., a 3-4 34 0-4 0-4 3-4
Municipal Plan amendment is required. If no hearing is
required under the Act, then Council must advertise the
application and a public meeting is almost always held.

4- Council Decision. if Council adopts the rezoning, then it
will seek provincial approval directly. Under Scenarios 1 and
4, amendment of the Municipal Plan is necessary. Please 2 2 2 2 2
refer to Section 1.2.

5- Provincial Approval. If no plan amendment is required,

the Minister of Municipal and Provincial Affairs will receive n/a nfa 2-4 2-4 n/a
the Council report and approve or reject the rezoning.
Total Approval Time: 8-13 8-13 7-16 7-16 8-13

11



1.2 Municipal Plan Amendment

The need for a Municipal Plan amendment (MPA) is determined when an application for rezoning approval is
received. Please refer to Step 1 in Section 1.1. If a MPA is required, then both applications are processed
together. As a result, the only impact a MPA has on the total approval time results from the requirement for a
public hearing and provincial approval under the Planning Act in Step 5.

Time in Weeks

Scenario 1 _ Scenario 4
Amendment of Plan Needed ___High Density
Type A Type B Type A/B

Singles Multi Singles/Multi

1- Application Review. The need for a Plan amendment is
determined when an application for rezoning is reviewed by
the City. If MPA is required, both applications are circulated 2-4 2-4 2-4
to various municipal, provincial, and federal departments as
necessary. Under the Planning Act, a copy of the proposal
must be forwarded to Municipal and Provincial Affairs.

2- Report. Comments are incorporated into a report
prepared for Planning Committee consideration. Planning 1-3 1-3 1-3
Committee will direct staff to organize a public meeting.

3- Public Meeting. Council holds a public meeting on the
application. Council may not hold a public meeting as a 0-4 0-4 0-4
hearing on the amendment is required under the Planning
Act. Council may also waive this requirement if controversy
is not anticipated.

4- Council Decision. If public reaction is favourable, then
Council may adopt the amendment and ask the Minister to 2 2 2
appoint a commissioner and hold a public hearing.

5- Provincial Approval. The Minister of Municipal and
Provincial Affairs will appoint a commissioner to receive the
Council report, hold a public hearing, and make
recommendations. Council considers the recommendations 5-10 5-10 5-10
and the Minister will normally approve the amendment and
the rezoning at the same time. If no public submissions are
made, a hearing and commissioner recommendations are
not required.

Total Approval Time: 10-23 10-23 4 10-23

1.3 Development Application _

This process includes the consideration of applications for site plan and subdivision approval. If the
application is the result of a rezoning, then municipal staff may have already seen the detailed plans since
developers usually submit them when an application for rezoning is made. The result may be shorter review
times. Development applications are not processed until Municipal Plan amendment and /or rezoning
applications have been approved, where required.

12
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Time in Weeks
Scenario 1 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Amendment of No Amendment of | High Density
Plan Needed Plan Needed
Type A | Type B | Type A | Type B Type A/B
Singles | Multi | Singles | Multi | Singles/Multi
1- Application Review. The application for site plan or
subdivision approval is received by the City and circulated
to Engineering and Planning, Parks, Traffic, Public Works,
and provincial and federal government departments for
comment as necessary. ’
2- Report and Approval in Principle. Comments are 1-2 1-2 1-2 1-2 1-2
incorporated into a report prepared for committee
consideration and recommendation. The Development
Committee will consider the report and make
recommendations to staff or Council.
3- Final Plans. Submitted by the developer, these plans are
reviewed by Planning to ensure conditions of approval are
met. Engineering determines necessary services, servicing 4-7 4 4-7 4 4
agreements drawn up for which the applicant posts bonds
(when construction begins).
4- Final Approval. Council will grant final approval once
| Engineering receives stamped plans and bonds are posted.
Total Approval Time: 5-9 5-6 5-9 5-6 5-6

1.4 Process Changes
Since 1992, several minor changes to the land development process in St. John’s have been made, specifically
in the area of streamlining public input. The changes are outlined below.

e Planning Committee has been given the authority by Council to call its own public meetings. This can
cut 1 to 3 weeks from the process, depending on how long the Committee would have to wait for
Council to grant approval for a meeting (1996).

e Council can waive the requirement for its own public meeting on applications that require a provincial
public hearing but that are not controversial and public reaction is favourable. Since two meetings are
no longer needed, up to 4 weeks may be cut from the process (1996).

e Under the Urban and Rural Planning Act, the public notice period required for provincial public
hearings has been reduced from 4 weeks to 2 weeks (1997).

o Council continues to stress the importance of timely application processing.

2 Building Approval

The building approval process begins when land development approval is granted. Although the process for
housing types A and B is identical, building code review for housing type B is more complex and takes more
time. Due to staff cutbacks in 1995, it is necessary to hire a part-time plans clerk for 8 months each year to
maintain processing timeframes.

13



Time in Weeks

Type A
Singles

Type B
Multi

1- Application. Submission of detailed building plans (2

sets) to Building and Property Management. A plot plan

must be submitted for housing type A. An electronic copy of

the application is set up.

2- Plan Review. Plans examiner checks for compliance | 1 2

with the building code and identifies approvals required from

other agencies (Health, Fire, etc.). Acceptable plans are put

on a list for approval by Council.

3- Council Approval. Council approves list of plans. v
Total Approval Time: 1 2

3  Inspection

The inspection process overlaps building approval with the first inspection occurring at the pre-construction
stage, prior to a building permit being issued. The process for each housing type is the same, where applicable. -
Inspections are performed by municipal staff at various stages of construction at the request of the developer.
Due to staff cutbacks in 1995, it is necessary to hire 2 part-time building inspectors for 4 months each year to
maintain processing timeframes.

Time in Weeks

drainage systems, etc. prior to backfill for

same as above

Type A Type B
Singles Multi
| Stage 1- Inspection of grade setting, setbacks and response in < 1 day of response in < 1 day of
excavation for compliance with building plans. request request
| Stage 2- Inspection of foundation footings and forms,

same as above

compliance with building plans.

Stage 3- Inspection of framing, plumbing, electrical, and
chimney construction prior to insulation.

Stage 4- Inspection of insulation and vapour barrier prior to
drywall, and damp proofing prior to floor slab.

Stage 5- Final inspection when construction is complete.

same as above same as above

same as above same as above

same as above same as above
Total Approval Time: n/a n/a

4  Developer Comment

The developer contact for St. John’s represents a firm that has built, on average, 50 or more residential units in
each of the past five years. Almost all of these units, 90 percent, consist of multi-family low-rise or townhouse

units. According to this contact, the steps and timeframes of the regulatory processes in St. John’s are accurate.
No discrepancies were noted.

The contact notes that City Council is quite receptive to new ideas and has made modifications to
accommodate well-designed, appropriate projects in existing neighbourhoods. If a project is well documented,
and consultation with senior staff in Engineering and Planning is held prior to formal submission, then there is
virtually no difficulty at the Council level. When asked to suggest improvements to the regulatory processes in
St. John's, the contact recommends additional staff at the senior and technical assistance levels to speed the
process. This would result in a savings of time and money for the developer. It is also suggested that due to the
climate in Newfoundland, project timing is vital. Delays can result in the need to begin a project in early
winter-like conditions, or the need to postpone construction for an entire season.

14
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Finally, the contact notes that the City recently amended its development regulations to reduce side yard
requirements to accommodate reduced-lot housing. A larger unit is now possible on a 50-foot lot, and a 40-foot
lot can now accommodate a unit once requiring a 50-foot lot. The result is improved housing affordability and
choice, and increased utilization of existing infrastructure.

Charlottetown, Prince Edward Island

1 Land Development

The land development process in Charlottetown includes rezoning and subdivision approvals. Charlottetown
is currently the only jurisdiction in this study that does not have a municipal plan. Until 1994, a plan was not
required under the Charlottetown Act, and zoning was used to manage development. In 1994, the City of
Charlottetown and six adjacent municipalities were amalgamated. A new Charlottetown Area Municipalities Act
was passed in early 1995 and a municipal plan is now required. A municipal plan for the newly-expanded
municipality is close to completion, and there will be changes to the land development process.

As no municipal plan is currently in place, only Scenarios 2 and 4 are applicable in Charlottetown.
Charlottetown is also the smallest jurisdiction and has no high-rise apartments. Therefore, housing type B is
not applicable.

1.1 Rezoning
A rezoning application may have to wait up to 4 weeks for Planning Board review in Step 4 since the Board
meets only once each month.

Time in Weeks

Scenario 2 Scenario 4
Site Undesignated in Plan High Density
Type A Type A
Singles Singles

1- Proposal Presentation. The developer presents the
proposal, including floor plans and building profiles, to the 1 1
City. It is determined if rezoning is required.

2- Advertisement. If rezoning is required, notices of a
Planning Board meeting and public hearing are posted in 2 2
the newspaper and mailed to property owners within 60
metres of the project site. '

3- Public Hearing. Council holds a hearing to consider
public input on the application. 1 1
4- Board Review and Recommendation. The Planning

Board meets to consider staff and public input on the 1-4 1-4
application. A recommendation to Council is prepared.
5- Council Decision. Council considers the
recommendation and public comment and makes a final 1 1
decision.

Total Approval Time: 6-9 6-9

1.2 Subdivision Approval :
Although the subdivision approval process mirrors that of rezoning, it generally takes an additional 4 to 5

* weeks to draw up the development agreements. Two points are worth noting. First, a public hearing is

generally needed in case of more controversial applications. As a result, Steps 3 and 4 below may be bypassed,
saving approximately 3 weeks. Second, an application for subdivision may have to wait up to 4 weeks for
Planning Board review, which meets only once a month. :

15



Time in Weeks

Scenario 2 Scenario 4
Site Undesignated in Plan High Density
Type A Type A
Singles Singles
1- Proposal Presentation. The developer presents the
proposal, including floor plans and building profiles, to the 1 1
City.
2- Review. A survey plan submitted by the developer is
reviewed by Planning, and by Engineering if necessary. 1 1
3- Advertisement. Notices of a public hearing and Planning
Board meeting are posted in the newspaper and mailed to 2 2
property owners within 60 metres of the project site.
4- Public Hearing. Council holds a hearing to consider
public input on the application. 1 1
5- Board Review and Recommendation. The Planning
Board meets to consider staff and public input on the 1-4 1-4
application. A recommendation to Council is prepared.
6- Council Decision. Council considers the
recommendation and public comment and makes a final 1 1
decision. Approval is subject to the reaching of development
agreements. Rezoning approval is also granted at this time,
if necessary.
7- Development Agreement. Agreements are drawn up for
which the developer posts a bond or letter of credit. 3-4 3-4
Total Approval Time: 10-14 10-14

- 1.3 Process Changes

Since 1992, no changes to the land development process in Charlottetown have been made.

2  Building Approval

The building approval process runs concurrently with that of land development, since a developer must

submit detailed building plans as part of the development proposal. Please refer to Step 1 in subsections 1.1

and 1.2.

Time in Weeks

Type A
Singles

1- Preliminary Meeting. Often held to discuss the design
before plans and drawings are finalized by the developer.

2- Application. Submission of detailed building plans by the
developer to the City.

3- Plan Review. Municipal staff (Building, Fire, Engineering,
Traffic, etc.) examine plans for compliance with the building
code. A building permit is issued after final zoning and
subdivision approval are granted.

Total Approval Time:

3  Inspection

The inspection process overlaps with the building approval process. The first inspection occurs at the pre-
construction stage, prior to the issuance of a building permit. Inspections are performed by municipal staff at

various stages of construction at the request of the developer.
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Type A
Singles
Stage 1- Building and fire inspectors review all plans for
compliance with building code before permit - v response in < 1 day of request
issuance. i
Stage 2- Inspection of all framing at the completion of
rough-in and prior to drywalling. Footings and ' same as above
foundation are inspected for compliance with
building plans.
Stage 3- Inspection at the completion of drywalling. same as above
Stage 4- Final inspection when construction is complete for
compliance with building code. An occupancy same as above
permit is issued as required.
Total Approval Time: n/a

4 Developer Comment

A member of the Prince Edward Island Home Builders’ Association notes that development activity in
Charlottetown at this time is quite low. Other than subdivisions, typical developments are low-rise residential
infill projects of 4 to 6 units. As a result, it appears that there are no significant concerns regarding the
regulatory processes and their timeframes. At this time, it is only possible to speculate on the impact of the
implementation of the new municipal plan for the City. It is likely that rezoning will take longer, unless
requisite plan amendments are processed at the same time.

Halifax Regional Municipality, Nova Scotia

In 1996, the City of Halifax, Town of Bedford, City of Dartmouth, and Halifax County were amalgamated to
form the new Halifax Regional Municipality. Since then, almost every municipal service offered has or is in the
process of being redefined, including land use planning. The development of a harmonized planning approval
process is underway, an initiative that should be completed in 1998.

1 Land Development

The land development process in the Halifax Regional Municipality (HRM) includes Municipal Planning
Strategy amendment, rezoning, and subdivision approval. The Municipal Planning Strategy amendment
process, where required, runs concurrently with that of rezoning. Subdivision approval overlaps where
necessary. As 18 different Municipal Planning Strategies designate all lands within the HRM, Scenario 2 is not
applicable.

1.1 Municipal Planning Strategy Amendment (MPSA)

Community Councils assume the duties of Regional Council for local planning issues, such as MPSA
applications, and may establish a Planning Advisory Committee (PAC). Unfortunately, the HRM was unable
to provide an estimate of time needed for each step in the amendment process. Scenarios 1 and 4 apply here.

17



Time in Weeks

Scenario 1
Amendment of Plan Needed

Scenario 4
High Density

Type A
Singles

Type B
Multi

Type A/B
Singles/Multi

1- Pre-Application. Developer meets with Development
Services and is advised of the approval steps, timeframes,
and information requirements.

2- Application and Direction. Application is received to
determine if it is of local or regional interest. Applications of
regional interest are processed by Regional Council, while
those of local interest are referred to the local Community
Council having jurisdiction.

3- Community Council. Local council refers the application
to the Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) for a public
meeting.

public meeting to consider the application and solicit input.
A report making recommendations to Community Council is
prepared based on staff reports and public input.

5- Community Council Recommendation. Local council
considers the PAC report and makes a recommendation to
Regional Council.

6- Setting of Public Hearing. Regional Council may set the
date for a public hearing, notice of which must be advertised
a minimum of seven days prior to the hearing.

7- Public Hearing and Final Decision. Regional Council
holds hearing to consider public input on the application and
reach a decision. If approved, it is sent for provincial
approval.

8- Provincial Approval. The Minister of Municipal Affairs
grants final approval.

4- Planning Advisory Committee (PAC). The PAC holds a

38-52

38-52

38-62

Total Approval Time:

1.2 Rezoning

38-52

38-52

38-52

Applications for rezoning approval are processed together with applications for MPSA, where required. As a
result, under Scenarios 1 and 4, where a MPSA is required in addition to rezoning, the rezoning process has no
impact on the total approval time. As with the MPSA process, the addition of Community Councils and
Planning Advisory Committees (PAC) to the rezoning process means longer total approval times: in this case
up to 3 weeks. Unfortunately, the HRM was unable to provide an estimate of time needed for each step in the

amendment process.

Time in Weeks

Scenario 1 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Amendment of No Amendment of | High Density
Plan Needed Plan Needed
Type A |Type B | Type A | Type B | Type A/B
Singles | Multi Singles Multi Singles/Multi

1- Pre-Application. Developer meets with Development
Services and is advised of the approval steps, timeframes,
and information requirements.

18



EENTEN

g

e

e

e A

dos

e S N St st

Sl e

Time in Weeks

Scenario 1
Amendment of
Plan Needed

Scenario 3
No Amendment of
Plan Needed

Scenario 4 -
High Density

Type A | Type B
Singles | Multi

Type A | Type B
Singles | Multi

Type A/B
Singles/Multi

2- Application and Direction. Application is received and

" | circutated to various departments for staff comment. It is

then referred to the local Community Council having
jurisdiction.

3- Community Council. Local council refers the application
to the Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) for a public
meeting. :

4- Planning Advisory Committee (PAC). The PAC holds a
public meeting to consider the application and solicit input.
A report making recommendations to Community Council is
prepared based on staff reports and public input.

5- Final Decision. Local council considers the PAC report
and makes a decision.

6- Appeal Period. A mandatory appeal period begins. If no
appeal is made, Council’s decision is final. If an appeal is

made, the application goes to the Municipal Board.

16-26 16-26

16-26 16-26

16-26

Total Approval Time:

16-26*  16-26*

16-26 16-26

16-26*

*Rezoning under Scenarios 1 and 4 has no impact on total approval time due to concurrent processing with MPSA.

1.3 Subdivision Approval

While there is some overlap with the MPSA and rezoning approval, the subdivision process usually wraps up

‘about 4 weeks after these approvals are granted in order to draw up servicing agreements with the developer.

The anticipated adoption of a harmonized subdivision approval process in 1998 is expected to add 11 to 15

weeks to the total approval time outlined here.

Time in Weeks

Scenario 1 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Amendment of No Amendment of | High Density
Plan Needed Plan Needed
Type A | Type B. | Type A | Type B Type A/B
Singles Multi Singles Multi Singles/Multi
1- Pre-Application. Developer meets with Planning and is :
advised of the approval steps, timeframes, and information 2-4 2 2-4 2 2-4
requirements.
2- Application. Developer submits final plans, cost .
estimates, etc. 1 1 1 1 1
3- Servicing Agreements. Plans are reviewed by
Engineering to determine necessary services. Agreements 6-12 6 6-12 6 6-12
are drawn up for which the applicant posts bonds.
4- Final Approval. Granted by Planning staff. 2 2 2 2 2
Total Approval Time: | 11-19 11 11-19 11 11-19

1.4 Process Changes

Since the creation of the new Halifax Regional Municipality in 1996, the harmonization of the four existing
planning approval processes has been ongoing. The goal is a consistent procedure across the municipality, one
that allows sufficient opportunity for public involvement but does not impose undue time and expense on the

applicant.




The addition of Community Councils and Planning Advisory Committees (PAC) to the land development
process represents a significant change. The Halifax Regional Charter permits delegation of all planning
approvals, except for those of regional significance, from Regional Council to local Community Councils. Five
Community Councils have been approved by the HRM. Each Council may choose to establish a Planning
Advisory Committee (PAC). Each PAC provides advice to the local Community Council on all rezoning, land
use bylaw amendments, and development agreement applications. These committees are comprised of
‘Community Council members and local citizens.

The addition of Community Councils and Planning Advisory Committees (PAC) to the land development
process adds 6 to 10 weeks to the total approval time of MPSAs, and up to 3 weeks for rezoning. The
anticipated adoption of a harmonized subdivision approval process in 1998 is expected to add 11 to 15 weeks
to the total approval time.

2  Building Approval

The building approval process begins when land development approval is granted. A developer may apply
for a building permit during the mandatory appeal period on a rezoning. (Please refer to Section 1.2, Step 5.)
Although the process for housing types A and B is identical, building code review for housing type B is more
complex and takes more time.

Due to amalgamation, permit applications are now received for non-serviced areas. As a result, circulation
includes the Department of Health for septic tanks and wells, and the Department of Transportation for access
permits. As of September 1997, the permit fees for single and semi-detached units is based on floor area. For all
other types of construction the fee is still calculated on estimated value of construction. It is hoped that the
HRM mechanized permit system will be fully implemented in all three customer service centres early in 1998.
This system will allow simultaneous review, application tracking, inspection recording, and basic property
information.

Time in Weeks
Type A Type B
Singles Multi

1- Application. Submission of detailed building pians (3
sets), and square footage or value of construction
calculations.

2- Circulation. Plans are circulated and checked for
compliance with the building code. This inciudes other 1 2
internal and external agencies (Fire, Health, Transportation)
for required approvals.

3- Permit Issue. Once approvals are obtained, a building ,>
permit is issued. ;

Total Approval Time: 1 2

3 Inspection

The Nova Scotia Building Code Regulations were amended in 1996 to increase the number of mandatory
inspections from three to five. The inspection of footings and framing is new. No construction activity,
including excavation, can begin without a building permit. The process for each housing type is the same,
where applicable. Inspections are performed by municipal staff at various stages of construction at the request
of the builder.
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Time in Weeks

Type A Type B
Singles Multi
Stage 1- Inspection of footings once in place. Excavation response in < 1 day of response in < 1 day of
cannot begin without a building permit. request request
Stage 2- Inspection of foundation and forms, drainage
systems, damp proofing, anchor bolts, etc. prior to same as above same as above
backfill.
Stage 3- Inspection of framing, plumbing, electrical, and
chimney construction prior to insulation. same as above same as above
Stage 4- Inspection of insulation and vapour barrier prior to :
installation of interior wall finishes. same as above same as above
Stage 5- Final inspection when construction is complete.
An occupancy permit is issued as required. same as above same as above
Total Approval Time: n/a n/a

4  Developer Comment

The developer contact in the Halifax Regional Municipality (HRM) does not agree with the timeframes as
provided by the municipality. This contact suggests that the Municipal Planning Strategy amendment (MPSA)
process can take up to 88 weeks, effectively doubling the 38 to 52 weeks indicated. Likewise, instead of the 16-
26 weeks indicated for the process of rezoning, this contact suggests that a timeframe of 52 weeks is more
accurate. The bulk of the time added occurs in the circulation of the application in Step 1, taking up to 30
weeks (please refer to Section 1.2). Finally, the process of subdivision approval can take up to 52 weeks, as
opposed to the 11-19 weeks indicated in Section 1.3. The drawing up of servicing agreements in Step 3
accounts for most of the added time.

With respect to building approval, this contact notes that the addition in 1997 of the requirement for the
preparation of a site grading plan adds approximately 2 weeks to the process. As a result, building approval
takes 4 weeks. Suggested improvements to the regulatory process in the HRM include the limiting of
development with on-site services (septic tanks and wells) and increased awareness among development
officers in the area of alternative development standards and compact development.

This contact represents a firm responsible for the development of about 500 residential units annually, half of
which are single-family units. The remaining units are evenly split between semis, townhouses, and multiples.

Saint John, New Brunswick

1 Land Development

The land development process in Saint John includes Municipal Development Plan amendment, rezoning, and
subdivision approval. Scenario 2 is not applicable in Saint John as the Municipal Development Plan designates
all land area within the municipality. ‘

The Municipal Development Plan amendment process (MDPA) generally begins 7 or 8 weeks prior to that of
rezoning approval, as necessary. The rezoning approval process then runs concurrently with that of the
MDPA. Where necessary, the subdivision approval process also overlaps that of the MDPA and rezoning
approval.

1.1 Municipal Development Plan Amendment
Municipal Development Plan amendment is the first consideration under the land development process in
Saint John. Scenarios 1 and 4 apply here.



Time in Weeks

Scenario 1

Amendment of Plan Needed

Scenario 4
High Density

Type A
Singles

Type B
Multi

Type A/B
Singles/Mulii

1- Advertise Proposal. Once an application is received, it
is advertised by the City and preliminary public input is
received.

7-8

7-8

7-8

2- Review and Report. Proposal is reviewed by various
City departments and external provincial agencies. Based
on the comments received, a report is prepared for the
Planning Advisory Committee (PAC)—a citizen’s body.

3- Planning Advisory Committee. PAC sets a date for the
public hearing, mails notices to affected residents, and
holds hearing.

4-5

4-5

4-5

4- PAC Report. PAC meets to consider public input
received and prepares a recommendation to Council based
on staff and public input.

5- Council. Application and PAC recommendation receive
first and second reading from Council.

6- Provincial Approval. Council gives third reading to the
application, and it is forwarded to the Minister of
Municipalities, Culture and Housing for final approval.

4-6

4-6

4-6

Total Approval Time:

1.2 Rezoning

16-20

16-20

16-20

The rezoning approval process typically begins 7 or 8 weeks after that of the MDPA and is processed

concurrently. In most cases, an MDPA is not required. The steps for rezoning are outlined below.

Time in Weeks

Scenario 1 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Amendment of No Amendment of | High Density
Plan Needed Plan Needed :
Type A | Type B | Type A | Type B Type A/B
: Singles Multi Singles Multi Singles/Multi
1- Review and Report. Proposal is reviewed by various
City departments and external provincial agencies. Based
on the comments received, a report is prepared for the 4-5 4-5 4-5 4-5 4-5
Planning Advisory Committee (PAC)—a citizen’s body. '
2- Planning Advisory Committee. PAC sets a date for the
public hearing, mails notices to affected residents, and
holds hearing.
3- PAC Report. PAC meets to consider public input
received and prepares a recommendation to Council based 1 1 1 1 1
on staff and public input.
4- Council. Application and PAC recommendation receive
first and second reading from Council.
5- Registration. Council gives third reading to the
application and the rezoning is registered. 1 1 1 1 1
Total Approval Time: | 6-7* 6-7* 6-7 6-7 6-7*

*The total approval time for rezoning under Scenarios 1 and 4 reflects concurrent processing with MDPA.
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1.3 Subdivision Approval

While there is some overlap with the MDPA and rezoning approval, the subdivision process usually wraps up

2 to 6 weeks after these approvals are granted in order to draw up servicing agreements with the developer.

Time in Weeks

Scenario 1 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Amendment of No Amendment of | High Density
Plan Needed Plan Needed
Type A | Type B | Type A | Type B Type A/IB
Singles | Multi Singles Multi Singles/Multi

1- Review and Report. Application is reviewed by various
City departments. Based on the comments received, a 4-5 4-5 4-5 4-5 4-5
report is prepared for the Planning Advisory Committee
(PAC)—a citizen’s body.
2- PAC Report. PAC meets to consider staff input and any
public comment received at this meeting.
3- Council Approval. Council approves application by 1 1 1 1 1
resolution.
4- Servicing Agreements. Plans are reviewed by
Engineering to determine details of servicing. Agreements 2-6 2-6 2-6 26 2-6
are drawn up for which the applicant posts security.

Total Approval Time:

7-12 7-12 7-12

1.4 Process Changes

One significant change to the land development process in Saint John has been made since 1992. This change is
reflected in Step 5 of the rezoning approval process. Please refer to Section 1.2. Applications no longer require
provincial approval. In Step 5, Council gives third reading to the application at its next meeting and the
amendment is registered. The result is a more streamlined process and a time savings of about 3 to 5 weeks.

One minor change has been made: the Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) no longer includes a member of
Council.

2 Building Approval
The building approval process begins when the land development approvals are granted. The building
approval process may begin prior to the completion of subdivision approval.

The building approval process for housing types A and B is identical, although building code review for
housing type B is more complex and often takes more time. In fact, the plans for larger residential projects are -
pre-reviewed by the City under Step 2 below. Without this step, plan review for larger residential projects
would take an additional 2 to 3 weeks.

Time in Weeks

Type B
Multi

Type A
Singles

1- Application. Submission of detailed building plans (2
sets) and permit fees.

2- Plan Review. Plans are reviewed by various city
departments for compliance with the building code and . 1 1
municipal requirements.

3- Permit Issued. Once plans meet all conditions, the
permit is issued.

Total Approval Time: 1 1
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3 Inspection

The inspection process begins at the pre-construction stage. The process for each housing type is the same,
where applicable. Inspections are performed by municipal staff at various stages of construction at the request
of the deireloper. Electrical inspections are completed by the province.

Time in Weeks

Type A Type B
Singles Multi
Stage 1- Inspection of foundation and footings before the response in < 1 day of response in < 1 day of
start of construction. request request
Stage 2- Inspections occur every 1-2 weeks during various
construction stages, including framing, rough-in, same as above same as above
etc.
Stage 3- Final inspection of plumbing, gas, electricity,
safety, etc. when construction is complete. same as above same as above
Developer now applies for occupancy permit.*
Total Approval Time: n/a nl/a

For housing type B projects, it may take up to 25 weeks for an occupancy permit to be issued if parking and
landscaping features cannot be finished due to weather. Units may be sold and occupied by the developer, but
a permit is not issued until outstanding agreements are inspected.

4 Developer Comment

The developer contact in Saint John finds the regulatory steps and timeframes outlined here to be accurate. In
fact, this contact suggests that some approvals may be obtained in less time than presented. With respect to
seeking approval for higher density development, this contact notes that agreement may be achieved by
assuming ownership for the total street through the use of a neighbourhood association.

One suggestion for improvement to the regulatory process is offered by this contact: signing authority for
more than one staffer in a given city department. It is estimated by this contact that 10-20 percent of total
approval time is the result of delays in signing off on approvals.

This contact represents a development firm that, on average, constructs 15-20 units annually. Almost all of
these units (90 percent) are garden homes (row housing). The remaining units are single dwellings.

Laval, Quebec

1 Land Development

The land development process in Laval is slightly different from that of the other municipalities in this study.
In Laval, Development Plan amendment, rezoning, and subdivision approval are not individual processes per
se, but single steps within the much larger land development process. And because these steps occur
concurrently within this process, the need for Development Plan amendment and / or rezoning has no impact
on the total approval time. Development Plan amendment, rezoning, and subdivision approval are presented
with respect to the overall land development process. Each approval step is then outlined in more detail.
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Time in Weeks

Scenario 1

" Amendment of

Plan Needed

Scenario 3
No Amendment of
Plan Needed

Scenario 4 -

High Density

Type A | Type B
Singles Multi

Type A | Type B
Singles | Mutti

Type A/B
Singles/Multi

1- Proposal Submission. Developer presents proposal to
Planning. Planning determines feasibility of the proposal
and if a DPA is required. A Council report is prepared.

4-8 4-8

4-8 4-8

4-8 .

2- Preliminary Decision. Council considers Planning report
and determines if the proposal should proceed. If it is to
proceed, first approval is granted by Council.

3- Review, DPA Process and/or Rezoning. Staff in the
Public Works and Environment Department conduct
detailed study of plans to determine how the site will be
serviced. Service levels, links to existing infrastructure, and
costs are determined. For projects of under 20 units, the
developer may get approval to construct the services
privately. This can reduce the review time from 30 weeks to
12. Actual processing of DPA and/or rezoning begins here.
If both are required, they are processed together. Refer to
Section 1.1 for more detail on DPA. Refer to Section 1.2 for
more detail on rezoning.

12-30 12-30

12-30 12-30

12-30

4- Final Decision. Council grants second and final approval
to the development once infrastructure costs have been
paid by the developer and DPA approval is granted by the
province.

1 5- Subdivision Permit Approval. Although the

components of the subdivision (servicing, road and lot
layout) are determined is Step 3, the permit is applied for
here. This process is outlined in Section 1.3.

6- Construction of Infrastructure. Infrastructure and
services construction is carried out by a contractor hired by
the City and paid for by the developer. Construction may
begin when application of subdivision permit approval is

made.

6-10 3-6

6-10 3-6

3-10

Total Approval Time:

1.1 Development Plan Amendment (DPA)

28-56 25-52

28-56 25-52

25-56

In Québec, the Development Plan is a regional one with which local Planning Programs must conform.

Amendments required to support Scenario 1 applications are made to the regional Development Plan and are

initiated by the regional council. Laval is both a local municipality and a region. As such, Laval Council has the

ability to initiate amendment of the Development Plan. This process occurs in Step 3 of the land development

process, where required, and has no impact on the total approval time.
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Time in Weeks

Scenario 1
Amendment of Plan Needed
Type A Type B
Singles Multi

1- Initiation. Laval Council initiates the DPA, sets a date for
and advertises a public hearing on the amendment.

2- Public Hearing. Hearing is held to consider the ‘
amendment. The rezoning will share the same hearing. If 15 15
the application is not controversial, Council may approve it
in one reading at the hearing.

3- Council Decision. If Council approves the application, it
is forwarded to the Province for review and final approval.
4- Final Approval. The Province grants final approval.

Total Approval Time: 15* 15*

*DPA approval has no impact on the total approval time for the land development process in Section 1.

1.2 Rezoning

Once Public Works and Environment staff conduct a detailed study of the servicing requirements, rezoning
under Scenarios 1 and 4 begins. Rezoning is processed concurrently with the DPA, where required. Rezoning
occurs in Step 3 of the land development process and has no impact on the total approval time.

Time in Weeks

Scenario 1 Scenario 4
Amendment of Plan High Density
Needed

Type A Type B Type A/IB -
Singles Multi Singles/Multi

1- Initiation. Laval Council initiates the rezoning by
adopting a draft bylaw, and by setting a date for and
advertising a public hearing.

2- Public Hearing. Hearing is held to consider the rezoning.
if a DPA is required the hearing will be shared.

3- Notice of Opposition. After the hearing, Council adopts
a second draft bylaw, with or without changes, depending
upon the consultation. Notice is given that qualified voters
may request approval on each matter of the draft bylaw
within 8 days. If no request for approval is made, Council
adopts the draft bylaw.

4- Splitting of Draft Bylaw. If enough requests for approval
are made, the draft bylaw can be split by Council into two 8-12 .8-12 » 8-12
parts. One part includes matters not needing approval to be
adopted by Council. The other part includes matters
needing approval for which further processing is required.
Notice is given that qualified voters may register their
opposition to this part of the bylaw.

5- Registration of Opposition. If not enough voters sign
the register, Council adopts the draft bylaw. If enough
voters sign the register, Council may withdraw the bylaw or
hold a referendum poll. Based upon the referendum poll
results, the draft bylaw is approved or rejected.

6- Council Decision. If application is not opposed, Council
will approve it and send it for publishing.
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Time in Weeks

Scenario 1 Scenario 4
Amendment of Plan High Density
Needed
Type A Type B Type A/B
Singles Multi Singles/Multi
7- Publishing of Bylaw. The new bylaw is prepared and
published and comes into effect immediately. 2 2 2
' Total Approval Time: 10-14* 10-14* 10-14*

*Rezoning has no impact on the total approval time for the land development process in Section 1.

1.3 Subdivision Permit Approval

For the housing types surveyed in this study, an application for subdivision permit approval is mandatory. As
with DPA and rezoning, subdivision permit approval is but one step in the overall land development process.
An application for a subdivision permit may be filed once the DPA and rezoning approvals are granted, where
required. Subdivision permit approval occurs in Step 5 of the land development process and has no impact on
the total approval time.

Time in Weeks

Scenario 1 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Amendment of No Amendment of | High Density
Plan Needed Plan Needed

Type A | Type B | Type A | Type B Type A/B
Singles | Multi_ | Singles | Multi Singles/Multi

1- Permit Application. Application to subdivide filed with
Planning. Staff review to ensure conformity with servicing
plans made in Step 3 of the DPA and/or rezoning 2-4 2-4 2-4 2-4 2-4
processes.

2- Council Approval. Council reviews details of application.
3- Planning Approval. Planning grants final approval.

Total Approval Time: | 2-4* 2-4* 2-4* 2-4* 2-4

*Subdivision permit approval has no impact on the total approval time for the land development process in Section 1.

1.4 Process Changes .

One significant change to the land development process in Laval has been made since 1992. This change is
reflected in Step 4 of rezoning in Section 1.2. In 1996, Québec planning legislation was changed in an attempt
to simplify rezoning approvals. In the past, once the public hearing was held, the public had four days to
register on a referendum list concerning the draft bylaw. Matters for referendum included change of use,
density ratio, parking, setbacks, signs, etc. If opposition warranted, a referendum poll on the draft bylaw was
held. Now with the change in 1996, the entire draft bylaw is not considered for a possible referendum poll.
Only those matters for which a sufficient number of citizens have expressed concern are submitted to a
referendum, while the uncontested matters of the draft bylaw are adopted.

As before, the draft bylaw takes effect once published.
2 Building Approval
The building approval process may begin once the DPA and rezoning approval processes are complete,

although a permit may not be issued until subdivision approval is granted. Concurrent processing of building
approval results in no impact on the total approval time.
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The process for housing types A and B varies somewhat as the building code review for housing type B is
more complex and often takes more time. When a building is to be constructed in a flood-prone area, or within
15 metres of a watercourse, approval of the plan by the City Department of Environment is required. This can
add 4 to 8 weeks to the building approval process.

Time in Weeks
Type A Type B
Singles Multi

1- Application. Submission by developer of one application
per building. 1 1
2- Plumbing Permit. Application by developer for permit to
connect buildings to water and sewer lines.

3- Plan Review. Plans are reviewed by building inspector

for compliance with the building code and zoning. 2 1
4- Architect Review. Housing type B plans are reviewed by
an architect for compliance with safety regulations in the n/a 2
code. '
3- Permit Issued. Once plans meet all conditions and
approval for subdivision is granted, the building permit is 1 1
issued.

Total Approval Time: 4* 5*

*Building approval has no impact on the total approval time for the land development process in Section 1.

3 Inspection
The inspection process begins at the pre-construction stage. The process for each housing type is the same,
where applicable. Inspections are performed by municipal staff at various stages of construction.

Time in Weeks

Type A Type B
Singles Multi
Stage 1- Inspection of foundation, footings, and ensure response in < 1 day of response in < 1 day of
conformity with building plans. request request
Stage 2- One inspection of type A housing during framing,
and two of type B projects (accompanied by same as above same as above
architect). ‘
Stage 3- Plumbing inspector checks exposed water and
sewer connections at the request of the builder. same as above same as above
Stage 4- Final inspection by building inspectors. same as above same as above
Total Approval Time: n/a n/a

4  Developer Comment

The developer contact for Laval represents a firm that builds 25 to 30 single detached dwellings on average
each year. One of the main concerns of this contact is the lack of coordination between the various municipal
departments involved in development approval. It would appear that this concern relates mostly to
procedural matters. For instance, Planning requires permitting fees up front, whereas Engineering does not
require the fees until water and sewer connections are complete. This contact suggests that a coordinated one-
stop shop system would be of great use in Laval.

Another concern is the time it takes to get approval for infrastructure works necessary for construction of the
units. This is a function of the land development process in Laval in that no matter the approvals required, the
total approval time is the same. In this case, the timeframe is approximately 52 weeks. An interesting
viewpoint is also provided by this contact regarding inspections, or the lack of them. This contact notes that
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there is little in the way of inspections throughout construction, including final inspection. The exception here
is the inspection of water and sewer connections. This is not something highlighted by the developer contacts’
in any of the other municipalities, and the inspection process in Laval appears to differ very little from that of

the other municipalities.

Mississauga, Ontario

Significant changes have been made to the land development process in Mississauga since 1992, the result of
legislative changes to the Planning Act. These changes affect the total approval time in Mississauga. Please refer

to Section 1.4.

1 Land Development

The land development process in Mississauga includes Official Plan amendment, rezoning, subdivision, and
site plan approval. These approvals may be processed concurrently. As the Official Plan designates all land
area within the municipality, Scenario 2 is not applicable in Mississauga. The total approval times outlined
here represent the results of a just-completed survey conducted by the city. Industrial and commercial
applications receive priority over those for residential projects.

1.1 Official Plan Amendment

The Official Plan amendment (OPA) is the first consideration under the land development process in

Mississauga. Scenarios 1 and 4 apply here.

Time in Weeks

Scenario 1
Amendment of Plan
Needed

Scenario 4
High Density

Type A Type B
Singles Multi

Type A/B
Singles/Multi

1- Circulation of Application. Application received and
circulated to various City departments, the Region of Peel,
Ministry of Municipal Affairs, and other outside agencies.
Review agencies then meet with applicant to discuss
revisions or outstanding conditions of approval.

9 9

9

2- Public Information Report. Once revisions and
conditions have been met, the area planner prepares a
public information report containing the comments of the
review agencies. No recommendation is made at this time.

3- Public Information Meeting. Planning and Development
Committee (PDC) meets to consider the report. This
meeting constitutes a formal public meeting under the
Planning Act. If no public concerns exist, the PDC may
forward the application directly to Council. A supplementary
report is required. ‘

4- Supplementary Planning Report. Area planner reviews
public comment to address/resolve any issues raised, and
prepares a report outlining this information. Report also
includes planning analysis and a recommendation.

12 12

12
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Time in Weeks

Scenario 1 Scenario 4
Amendment of Plan High Density
Needed
Type A Type B Type A/B
Singles Multi Singles/Multi

5- PDC. Planning and Development Committee considers

the supplementary report. Members of the public requesting 1 1 1

it receive written notice of this public meeting. The PDC

makes a recommendation to Council.

6- Council Decision. Council considers and adopts the

PDC recommendation. If approval is denied, the applicant 1 1 1

may appeal to the Ontario Municipal Board (OMB).

7- Preparation of Amendment. If Council approves the

application, the area planner prepares the OPA to go to 10 10 10

Council for bylaw adoption.

8- Final Approval. Application is forwarded to Region of

Peel for final approval on behalf of the Province. 4 4 4
Total Approval Time: 45 45 45

1.2 Rezoning

Rezoning applications are processed together with applications for Official Plan amendment (OPA), where
required. As a result, the first six steps of the rezoning approval process are identical to those of the OPA and
applications are circulated together in Step 1. The staff report addresses both applications, as does the public
hearing. Under Scenarios 1 and 4, where an OPA is required in addition to rezoning, the rezoning approval
process has no impact on the total approval time.

Time in Weeks

Scenario 1 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Amendment of | No Amendment of | High Density
Plan Needed Plan Needed

Type A | TypeB | Type A | Type B Type A/IB
Singles | Multi | Singles | Multi Singles/Multi

1- Circulation of Application. Application received and
circulated to various City departments, the Region of Peel, 9 9 9 9 9
Ministry of Municipal Affairs, and other outside agencies.
Review agencies then meet with applicant to discuss
revisions or outstanding conditions of approval.

2- Public Information Report. Once revisions and ' -
conditions have been met, the area planner prepares a 7 7 7 7 7 j
public information report containing the comments of the
review agencies. No recommendation is made at this time.
3- Public Information Meeting. Planning and Development
Committee (PDC) meets to consider the report. This 1 1 1 1 1
meeting constitutes a formal public meeting under the
Planning Act. If no public concerns exist, the PDC may
forward the application directly to Council. A supplementary
report is required.
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Time in Weeks

Scenario 1 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Amendment of No Amendment of | High Density
Plan Needed Plan Needed
Type A | Type B | Type A | Type B Type A/B
Singles | Multi | Singles | Multi Singles/Multi
4- Supplementary Planning Report. Area planner reviews
public comment to address/resolve any issues raised, and 12 12 12 12 12
prepares a report outlining this information. Report also
includes planning analysis and a recommendation.
5- PDC. Planning and Development Committee considers
the supplementary report. Members of the public requesting 1 1 1 1 1
it receive written notice of this public meeting. The PDC
makes a recommendation to Council.
6- Council Decision. Council considers and adopts the
PDC recommendation. If approval is denied, the applicant 1 1 1 1 1
may appeal to the Ontario Municipal Board (OMB).
7- Preparation of Bylaw. If Council approves the
application, the area planner prepares the rezoning bylaw
for passage by Council. If the bylaw is passed, the City 10 10 10 10 10
must provide written notice within 15 days of approval.
Within 20 days of the notice, any person may file an appeal
to the OMB. If no appeals are filed, the bylaw comes into
effect at the end of the appeal period, provided the OPA has
been approved (where required).
Total Approval Time: 41* 41* 41 41 41*

*Rezoning under Scenarios 1 and 4 have no impact on total approval time due to concurrent processing with OPA.

1.3 Subdivision Approval

Applications for subdivision approval may also be processed concurrently with related applications for
rezoning, However, in most cases, the applications for rezoning and OPA are processed first.

Time in Weeks

Scenario 1 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Amendment of No Amendment of | High Density
Plan Needed Plan Needed :
Type A | Type B | Type A | Type B Type A/B
Singles Multi Singles | Multi Singles/Multi

1- Application to Region of Peel. Application is received
by the Region and circulated to its own departments, 1 1 1 1 1
Ministry of Municipal Affairs, and the City of Mississauga. ’

2- Circulation of Application. Application received by the
City and circulated to various departments. All levels of : 12 12 12 12 12
government meet with applicant to resolve any issues.

3- Public Information Report. Once any issues are
resolved and conditions have been met, the area planner 5 5 5 5 5
prepares a public information report containing the
comments of the review agencies. No recommendation is
made at this time.
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Time in Weeks

Scenario 1 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Amendment of | No Amendment of | High Density
Plan Needed Plan Needed

Type A | Type B | Type A | Type B Type A/B
Singles Multi Singles | Multi Singles/Multi

4- Public Information Meeting. Planning and Development
Committee (PDC) meets to consider the report. This 1 1 1 1 1
meeting constitutes a formal public meeting under the
Planning Act. If no public concerns exist, the PDC may
forward the application directly to Council. A supplementary
is report is required.

5- Supplementary Planning Report. Area planner reviews
public comment to address/resolve any issues raised, and 11 11 11 11 11
prepares a report outlining this information. Report also
includes planning analysis and a recommendation.

6- PDC. Planning and Development Committee considers
the supplementary report. Members of the public requesting 1 1 1 1 1
it receive written notice of this public meeting. The PDC
makes a recommendation to Council on whether to approve
the application subject to fulfillment of conditions.

7- Council Decision. Council considers and adopts the
PDC recommendation. If approved, Council recommends to 2 2 2 2 2
Region of Peel that draft plan approval be granted. If
approval is denied, the applicant may appeal to the Ontario
Municipal Board (OMB).

8- Draft Approval. Region grants draft plan approval

subject to conditions of the supplementary planning report. 2 2 2 2 2
9- Plan to be Registered. A “Plan to be Registered” report
is prepared by the Region. The report presents the 4 4 4 4 4

subdivision plans and is circulated to Regional departments,
Province, and the City to ensure conditions of approval are
met.

10- Servicing Agreements. Applicant and City engineers
meet to establish engineering submissions which address 24 24 24 24 24
all servicing matters. Submissions are reviewed and form
the Subdivision and Development Agreements. Developer
posts a bond once agreements are made.

11- Enactment of Agreements. City Council enacts
agreements and forwards them to the Region. The
agreements are then circulated to relevant review agencies
to verify conditions.

12- Registration of Plan of Subdivision. Letters of 6 6 6 6 6
clearance are sent by relevant review agencies to the City.
The City forwards these letters to the Region for final
approval and registration of the subdivision.

Total Approval Time: 69 69 69 69 69

1.4 Process Changes

Several changes to the land development process in Mississauga have been made since 1992. These changes
reflect the legislative requirements of the Planning Act in Ontario. Two significant changes have been made to
the land development process in general.
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In 1993, a procedural change was made to break the public consultation process into two stages. This was done
since the City, in accordance with the Planning Act, believed it to be inappropriate for staff to bring forth a
recommendation on an application before the public has had an opportunity to provide input. As a result, no
recommendation is offered by staff in the public information report prepared for the public information
meeting held by the PDC. A recommendation is made in the supplementary planning report once public input
is received. This changes results in 6 weeks added to the total approval time.

Second, the Planning Act now prescribes the information required to form a complete application. In 1996, a
pre-application meeting was added to the land development process, and applicants are strongly advised to
participate so that they are aware of the necessary approvals and the information and study requirements for a
complete application. While it is difficult to determine the amount of time saved by this initiative, staff are
seeing fewer incidents of incomplete application, a situation which can considerably increase the total

approval time.

Changes have also been made to the specific approvals that comprise the land development process in
Mississauga. With respect to the process of Official Plan amendment, the final approval authority was
transferred to the Region of Peel from the Province late in 1997. This change has cut 3 or 4 weeks from the total
approval time as circulation of the application has been streamlined. With respect to rezoning approval, the
area planner now begins preparation of the bylaw implementing the application immediately upon Council
approval, instead of waiting until all fees are paid. This initiative can potentially reduce the total approval time
by up to 4 weeks. With respect to subdivision approval, Bill 163 and later Bill 20, both of which amended the
Planning Act, added the requirement for public notice and a public meeting. Mississauga has adopted the same
public consultation process followed by the OPA and rezoning approval processes. The result is the addition
of about 6 weeks to the total approval time for subdivision. Please refer to Section 1.3.

Finally, the most recent change not reflected by this survey is the recent sub-delegation of approval authority
for plans of subdivision to the City of Mississauga by the Region of Peel. Mississauga will now receive all
applications for subdivision approval, circulate them (the Region now becomes a commenting agency), and be
administratively responsible for draft approval and ultimately registration. The Planning Act provides the
authority for this sub-delegation of approval. This initiative is likely to save several weeks in total approval
time, although it is too soon to determine the extent of this saving.

2 Building Approval
Although the building approval process may begin during the land development process, permits are not
issued until all approvals have been granted.

Time in Weeks
Type A Type B
Singles Multi

A1- Application. Developer submits building plans and

supporting documents to Customer Service. Review file is
set up and the application is entered into the computer
system.

2- Zoning Plan Examination. Review of drawings to verify
compliance with zoning bylaw and development and
service agreements. A list of other approvals, applicable
laws and required fees is produced.

3- Building Engineering Plan Examination. Review of
drawings for compliance with Ontario Building Code and
other applicable laws and servicing agreements.
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Time in Weeks
Type A Type B
Singles Multi

4- Plumbing Plan Examination. Review of drawings for 4-6 4-6
compliance with Ontario Building Code, other applicable
laws, and plumbing matters of the servicing agreement.
5- Heating Plan Examination. Review of drawings for
compliance with Ontario Building Code, other applicable
laws, and heating matters of the servicing agreement.

6- Fire Department Plan Review. Review of drawings for
compliance with safety regulations of the Ontario Building
Code and other applicable laws.

7- Permit Issued. Upon completion of review and
addressing of all issues by the applicant, the permit is
issued.

Total Approval Time: 4-6 4-6

3 Inspection

The inspection process begins at the pre-construction stage. The process for each housing type is the same,
where applicable. Inspections are performed by municipal staff at various stages of construction at the request
of the developer. Electrical inspections are completed by the province.

Time in Weeks

Type A Type B
Singles Multi
Stage 1- Inspection of footings for Type A housing, and
inspection of outside sewer servicing by Plumbing response in < 1 day of response in < 1 day of
Inspector for both housing types. request request
Stage 2- Inspection of framing construction once rough-ins
for heating, plumbing and electrical are made. same as above same as above
Stage 3- Heating Inspector checks installation of insulation. same as above Same as above
Stage 4- Final inspection by all inspectors. same as above same as above
Total Approval Time: n/a n/a

4 Developer Comment

The developer contact for Mississauga represents a firm that has built approximately 700 low-medium density
residential units in the City in the past five years. This contact generally concurs with the regulatory steps and
timeframes presented here. There are a few exceptions. First, it is the experience of this contact that circulation
of OPA and rezoning applications (see Step 1 in Sections 1.1 and 1.2) usually takes less time than the 9 weeks
indicated. On the other hand, the circulation of a plan of subdivision application at 12 weeks (see Step 1 in
Section 1.3) should take no longer than that of OPA and rezoning applications. Likewise, this contact finds 24
weeks for engineering submissions in the subdivision approval process (see Step 10 in Section 1.3) to be far too
long.

With respect to building approval, this contact is concerned that this process does not run concurrently with
the land development process. In Mississauga, the building approval process begins after the Subdivision and
Development Agreements are enacted by Council and registration of the plan of subdivision is imminent. This
contact also notes that only “repeat” permits are processed within the 4-6 weeks presented in Section 2, and
that permits for “new” product typically take between 11 and 13 weeks. By starting building approval earlier
in the subdivision approval process, a considerable amount of time could be cut from the total approval time,
particularly for new product.
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This contact finds the City’s Development Requirements Manual to be quite helpful. Produced by the
Transportation and Works Department, this document outlines the requirements for subdivisions, site plans,
rezoning, condominium, and land division, and includes engineering design standards, financial
requirements, and engineering policies and procedures. While this contact finds the overall approval process
in Mississauga onerous and lengthy compared to other municipalities, the situation has improved, particularly
due to recent streamlining initiatives.

Winnipeg, Manitoba

The City of Winnipeg is undergoing the most significant organizational restructuring since the creation of the
“unicity”. It is expected that the regulatory processes and timeframes of land development will feel the effects
of this initiative. The processes presented here are as they stand in 1997 and at least the first half 1998.

1 Land Development

The land development process in Winnipeg includes Development Plan amendment, rezoning, and
subdivision approval. The processes for rezoning and subdivision approval are identical, and applications
requiring both are processed together (DASZ).

1.1 Development Plan Amendment (DPA)

In 1996, the City of Winnipeg Act was amended to streamline the DPA process. While this process cannot be
fully integrated with that of rezoning and subdivision approval, there is some overlap. Please refer to Section
1.2. As the Development Plan designates all land area within the municipality, Scenario 2 is not applicable in

Winnipeg.
Time in Weeks

Scenario 1
Amendment of Plan Needed
Type A Type B
Singles Multi

1- Property and Development Services. Staff and area
councilor meet to determine initial support and merit of 1-2 1-2
application. A formal application is filed if it is to proceed.
2- Administrative Coordinating Group. Application is
reviewed, and a report and draft by-law is prepared for 2-4 2-4
submission to the Chief Administrative Officer.

3- Chief Administrative Officer. CAO considers report and

forwards to Executive Policy Committee. 1-2 1-2
4- Executive Policy Committee. EPC considers report and

forwards to Council. 2-4 2-4
5- Council. Council gives by-law first reading and forwards

application to EPC for public hearing. 2-4 2-4
6- Public Hearing. Public hearing is held and EPC

considers public input for preparation of recommendations 4-6 4-6
to Council.

7- Council. Council gives by-law second reading and

forwards to province for approval. 2-4 2-4
8- Provincial Approval. Minister approves or rejects by-law

and may refer application to Manitoba Municipal Board. By- 6 6

law is forwarded to Council for third reading.

9- Council. Council gives by-law third reading. If Council

rejects amendment, Minister may refer it to the Lieutenant 2-4 2-4

Governor in Council.

10- Lieutenant Governor. By-law may be enacted, if

necessary. . 4-6 4-6
Total Approval Time: 26-42 26-42




1.2 Development Application, Subdivision and Rezoning (DASZ)

The processes for rezoning and subdivision approval are identical. Where development proposals require both
rezoning and subdivision approval, applications are processed together under the DASZ process. DASZ may
be processed concurrently with DPA.

Time in Weeks

Scenario 1 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Amendment of | No Amendment of | High Density
Plan Needed Plan Needed

Type A | Type B | Type A | Type B Type A/B
Singles | Multi | Singles | Multi | Singles/Multi

1- Property and Development Services. The application is
reviewed, and if approval seems unlikely, staff inform
developer not to invest in detailed plans. Application is sent 3-4 3-4 3-4 34 3-4
to the Administrative Coordinating Group. ACG identifies
site details to be addressed and determines servicing.
Servicing agreements are established and outlined in ACG
report. Staff prepares report outlining its recommendations
to the Community Committee. Developer may post bond.
2- Public Hearing. Community Committee holds a public
hearing to consider the ACG and staff reports on the
application. For Scenario 1 proposals requiring a DPA, the 4-8 4-8 4-8 4-8 4-8
public hearing is not held until Step 5 of the DPA process in
Section 1.1. A report outlining the recommendations of the
Community Committee is prepared and forwarded to
Committee on Property and Development.
3- Committee on Property and Development. CPD
considers the report, forwards it and its own 4-8 4-8 4-8 4-8 4-8
recommendations to the Executive Policy Committee.
4- Executive Policy Committee. EPC considers report and
forward to Council. 2-4 2-4 2-4 24 2-4
5- Council Review. Council considers application and if
approved, issues instructions for the execution of servicing
agreements, preparation of draft by-law, preparation of legal 6-14 6-14 6-14 6-14 6-14
plan, etc. Council can revise servicing agreements if it feels
they are too onerous on the developer. If bond was not
posted in Step 1, the developer posts it now.
6- Council. Council gives the draft by-law its three
readings. 1-2 1-2 1-2 1-2 1-2
Total Approval Time: | 20-40 20-40 20-40 20-40 20-40

1.3 Process Changes

The City of Winnipeg Act was changed in 1996 in order to streamline the plan amendment process. DPAs now
take anywhere from 26 to 42 weeks, whereas it used to take between 32 and 52 weeks. The time savings here
are significant.

It should be noted that restructuring since 1992 has resulted in the renaming of several review committees and
departments. The Committee on Planning and Community Services is now the Committee on Property and
Development. The Planning Department is now the Property and Development Services Department. Finally,
the Chief Administrative Officer replaces the Board of Commissioners in the DPA process.
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2 Building Approval

The building approval process begins when land development approval is granted. Building approval in
Winnipeg differs significantly for housing types A and B, with housing type B review taking anywhere from 7
to 18 weeks longer. As a result, the building approval process for housing types A and B are presented

separately here.

In 1995, administrative changes were made to the permitting process to relieve the applicant from carrying the
plans through the various stages of development and building approval. A “One Stop Shop” concept was

adopted with somewhat reduced timeframes.

Time in Weeks

Type A
Singles

1- Application. Submission of construction drawings (2
sets) and site plan to Zoning and Permits. Building permit is
drawn up and copy of site plan and permit are sent to Water
and Waste for review of sewer and water hookups, and lot
grading and approaches. Building plans and permit are sent
to Plan Examination for code approval.

2- Water and Waste faxes approval and any written
comments for developer to Tracker. Water and Waste faxes
same to Streets Engineering for approach approval and
processing of fees. Streets Engineering faxes approvals
and fees to Tracker for processing. ’

3- Permit Issue. Zoning and Permits calculates fees and
contacts developer for costs and pickup.

1 day

Total Approval Time:

1 day

Time in Weeks

Type B
Multi

1- Application. Submission of construction drawings (4

sets), architectural drawings (2 sets), and site plan to

Zoning and Permits.

« 2 sets of construction drawings sent to Fire Department
for plan approval

+. 1 set of construction drawings sent to Water and Sewer
for hookups approval

« 1 set of construction drawings sent to Streets Engineering
for plan approval

« 1 set of architectural drawings sent to Streets and
Transport for approach approval

« 1 set of architectural drawings sent to Zoning for approval.

2- Development officer writes up building permit to be

processed by the permit tracking system. Tracker sends

appropriate drawings to all departments involved.

3- Once plans are approved by various departments,
approvals are faxed to Tracker for processing. Plans from
Fire Department are returned and sent to Plan Examination
for code approval.

4- Upon approval of Plan Examination, application and
plans sent to Zoning and Permits. Development officer
completes application and forwards all approvals and plans
(2 sets) to permits section.

1-12*
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Time in Weeks

Type B
Multi
5- Permit Issue. Permits calculates fees and contacts
developer for costs and pickup. 1 day
Total Approval Time: 7-18

*in extreme cases only

3  Inspection

In 1996, the Housing Inspection Branch was created. Inspectors are trained and qualified to inspect plumbing,
electrical, and framing for single family and duplex housing. Now one inspector can handle all inspections
during various stages of construction, eliminating confusion over who should be contacted. The inspection
process has been affected by these changes.

Time in Weeks

Type A Type B
Singles Multi
Stage 1- Pre-backfill inspection, including: footings and
pilings; exterior drain pile; leads; tie hole and response in < 1 day of response in < 1 day of
damp proofing; foundation support beams; etc. request request
Stage 2- Rough-in inspection, including: vents, stacks, and
underground rough-in; electrical service and same as above same as above

rough-in; roof construction; walls and floors
framing; beams and columns; stairs; flashings;
interior drain tile; sump pit.

Stage 3- Final inspection, including: plumbing fixtures and
back flow installation; electrical fixtures, polarity, same as above same as above —
cover plates, panel identification and smoke ‘
alarms; hand rail/guards; bridging and strapping;
radon gas protection; exterior finish; secondary
access landing.

Total Approval Time: n/a n/a

4  Developer Comment

The developer contact in Winnipeg finds that the regulatory steps and timeframes presented here accurately
reflect the existing situation in the City. The only cause for concern noted is the wide variation in approval
times in both the DPA and DASZ processes. This contact also notes that amendments to Plan Winnipeg (DPA)
are not frequently required, due largely to the very broad, general nature of the Plan.

At this time, there appear to be two main concerns of the development community. First, the Manitoba Home
Builders” Association is working closely with the City of Winnipeg with respect to its “One Stop Shop”
initiative begun in 1995. While this approach has addressed the need for a developer to visit various locations
to obtain the necessary approvals for building permits, the promise of approval within 24 hours for single
family housing has failed, with most applications taking 5 days or more. Most of these applications are filed by
known builders for homes in established subdivisions, with zoning, engineering, and grading plans already on
City file. The Association has offered several recommendations to the City regarding the establishment of
more realistic approval times, priority for professional builders, changes to the existing permit tracking
system, and enhanced staffing during peak periods (summer).

Another difficulty that is beyond the scope of this study is that of City development standards and
competition from surrounding municipalities. Winnipeg has difficulty competing for development due to an
ongoing realty tax problem and more elaborate infrastructure requirements. While the City is able to handle
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residential development applications in a timely manner, these units are too expensive for the marketplace,
according to the development community contact. This contact believes that more should be done in order to’
provide for affordable land within Winnipeg.

This contact represents a firm responsible for the development of about 1/3 of the homes built in Winnipeg.

Regina, Saskatchewan

An additional development scenario must be considered for the City of Regina: Urban Holding. The City’s
Municipal Development Plan designates undeveloped lands within the jurisdiction as “urban holding”. While
development proposals in these designated areas do not require an amendment to the Municipal Development
Plan, a Neighbourhood Concept Plan must be prepared and approved. The Neighbourhood Concept Plan
provides the City with an idea of the proposed development and the services it is likely to require, such as
land for schools, infrastructure, etc.

1 Land Development

The land development process in Regina consists of Municipal Development Plan amendment,
Neighbourhood Concept Plan, rezoning, and subdivision approval. These processes run concurrently,
although subdivision approval cannot be completed until all other approvals are granted. As the Municipal
Development Plan designates all lands within the jurisdiction, Scenario 2 is not applicable in Regina.

1.1 Municipal Development Plan Amendment
The Municipal Development Plan Amendment (MDPA) is the first consideration under the land development
process in Regina. Scenario 1 applies here.

Time in Weeks

Scenario 1
Amendment of Plan Needed
Type A Type B
Singles Multi

1- Application. Developer submits letter to Planning
Division describing the site, the proposal, and why a MDPA
should be considered. .
2- Review. Planning Division considers the feasibility of the 4-6 4-6
amendment. If feasible, application is circulated to various
internal and external commenting agencies for technical
review. Voluntary community associations may comment.
3- Report. Comments are received and Planning Division
prepares its recommendation for consideration by the
Regina Planning Commission. The Commission includes 3 4-6 4-6
councilors and 10 private citizens.

4- Regina Planning Commission. The Commission makes
a recommendation to Council. If the proposal is to proceed,
Council grants approval to advertise for a public hearing.

5- Public Hearing. Hearing is advertised for 2 weeks, at
least 3 weeks before the hearing date. Council considers a

by-law to amend the Plan. 4 4

6- Decision. Council gives by-law three readings at

hearing.

7- Provincial Approval. By-law forwarded to Minister of

Municipal Government for final approval. 0-4 0-4
Total Approval Time: 12-20 12-20
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1.2 Neighbourhood Concept Plan

The process of Neighbourhood Concept Plan (NCP) approval is similar to that of the MDPA, but does not
require a public hearing or provincial approval, Developers often submit a preliminary concept plan for
review prior to making a formal application. This may add somewhat to the approval time.

Time in Weeks

Urban Holding

Type A
Singles

Type B
Multi

1- Application. Developer submits a NCP and letter to
Planning Division describing the site, the proposal, and why
approval should be granted for development.

2- Review. Planning Division circuiates the application to
various internal and external commenting agencies for
technical review. Voluntary community associations may
comment. Substantial supplementary information may be
required to address concerns raised during review.

12-26

12-26

3- Report. Final comments are received and Planning
Division prepares its recommendation for consideration by
the Regina Planning Commission.

4- Council Decision. The Commission makes
recommendation to Council that is accepted. Council
decision is final.

4-6

4-6

Total Approval Time:

1.3 Rezoning

16-32

16-32

The process of rezoning approval is identical to that of the MDPA in Section 1.1. Rezoning does not require

provincial approval as Council is the final authority.

Time in Weeks

Scenario 1
Amendment of
Plan Needed

Scenario 3
No Amendment of
Plan Needed

Urban
Holding

Type A | Type B
Singles Multi

Type A | Type B
Singles Multi

Type A/B
Singles/Multi

1- Application. Developer submits letter to Planning
Division describing the site, the proposal, and why a
rezoning should be considered.

2- Review. Planning Division considers the feasibility of the
rezoning. If feasible, application is circulated to various
internal and external commenting agencies for technical
review. Voluntary community associations may comment.

3- Report. Comments are received and Planning Division
prepares its recommendation for consideration by the
Regina Planning Commission.

4- Regina Planning Commission. The Commission makes
a recommendation to Council. If the proposal is to proceed,
Council grants approval to advertise for a public hearing.

4-6 4-6

4-6 4-6

4-6

5- Public Hearing. Hearing is advertised for 2 weeks, at
least 3 weeks before the hearing date. Council considers a
rezoning by-law.

6- Decision. Council gives by-law three readings at
hearing.

Total Approval Time:

*Rezoning under Scenario 1 and Urban Holding have no impact on total approval time due to concurrent processing with

MDPA and NCP.
40
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1.4 Subdivision Approval

While subdivision approval is processed concurrently with MDPA, NCP, and rezoning approval, the process
usually wraps up 2 to 6 weeks later. This is due to the fact that servicing agreements cannot be drawn up until
final approval has been granted for all other relevant applications. ‘

Time in Weeks

. ‘ \
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Scenario 1 Scenario 3 Urban
Amendment of No Amendment of Holding
Plan Needed Plan Needed
Type A | Type B | Type A | Type B Type A/B
Singles | Multi Singles Muiti Singles/Multi
1- Application. Developer submits subdivision plans and
application to Planning Division for circulation to various
internal and external commenting agencies for technical
review. Voluntary community associations may comment.
2- Report. Comments are received and Planning Division 6 6 6 6 6
prepares a report for consideration by the Regina Planning :
Commission.
3- Decision. Council gives final approval to the application,
but approval is held until all other approvals are granted.
4- Servicing Agreements. Developer meets with
Engineering and other agencies (Fire, Environment, Parks, 2-6 26 2-6 26 2-6
Traffic, etc.) to work out servicing agreements, and a bond
is posted. ’
8-12 8-12 8-12 8-12 8-12

Total Approval Time:

1.5 Process Changes

Changes to the land development processes in Regina since 1992 are minor. The Development Concept Plan is
now referred to as the Neighbourhood Concept Plan. Increased efficiencies in the Planning Division has
resulted in time savings of about 2 weeks in each of the rezoning and MDPA processes.

2 Building Approval

The building approval process may be completed during the final step of the subdivision approval process
(servicing agreements). The approval process for housing types A and B is generally the same, with the
exception of Step 2. For housing type A, one permit supervisor can complete the entire review; however, for
housing type B, several specialized permit supervisors are required.

Better coordination between various review agencies has reduced the building approval timeframes, and the
building division has assigned a permit facilitator to coordinate the review process. Now for many type A
projects, a building permit can be issued within 1 day.

Time in Weeks

Type A Type B
Singles Multi
1- Application. Submission of detailed building plans (2
sets) and permit fees. »
2- Plan Review. For type A housing projects, plans are
reviewed by one permit supervisor for zoning and code < 1 week 2-3*

compliance. For type B housing projects, the plans are
circulated to Zoning, Engineering, Fire, etc. for zoning and
code compliance.

3- Permit Issued. Once plans meet all conditions, the
permit is issued.

Total Approval Time: 1 2-3




3  Inspection

The inspection process begins at the pre-construction stage. The process for each housing type is the same,
where applicable. Inspections are performed by municipal staff at various stages of construction at the request
of the developer. '

Time in Weeks

Type A Type B
Singles Multi
Stage 1- Inspection of foundation footings, drainage, etc. response in < 1 day of response in < 1 day of
before start of construction. request request
Stage 2- Inspections of plumbing, electrical, framing, etc. at
rough-in, etc. same as above same as above
Stage 3- Inspection of insulation, heating, etc. same as above same as above
Stage 4- Final inspection and approval by all inspectors
when construction is complete. same as above same as above
Total Approval Time: n/a n/a

4 Developer Comment

The developer contact in Regina notes no discrepancies with the regulatory steps and timeframes outlined in
this study. In fact, based on the experience of this contact in other cities, it is suggested that the regulatory
processes in Regina represent a suitable model for others to follow.

Calgary, Alberta

Significant changes have been made to the land development process in Calgary since 1992 in an attempt to
streamline approvals. Specifically, these changes affect the review of development applications with the
creation of a new Corporate Planning Application Group (CPAG) comprised of staff from various City
departments. '

1 Land Development :

The land development process in Calgary includes approvals for Community Plan amendment, land use
redesignation (rezoning), subdivision approval, and development permit. As with the other jurisdictions in
this study, Calgary has an overall Municipal Development Plan (MDP). However, in addition to the MDP, and
unlike the other cities, there are a number of Community Plans. Each Community Plan conforms with the
MDP and provides guidelines for the development of certain portions of the City. The result is that
Community Plans are amended to permit a particular development instead of the MDP.

Each land development approval may be processed concurrently. As the MDP designates all land within the
city, Scenario 2 is not applicable in Calgary.

1.1 Community Plan Amendment

Community Plans include Area Structure Plans (ASP) for new, undeveloped areas, and Area Redevelopment
Plans (ARP) for existing communities. ASP or ARP amendment is the first consideration under the land
development process in Calgary. Unfortunately, Calgary was unable to provide an estimate of time needed for
each step in the amendment process. Scenarios 1 and 4 apply here.
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Time in Weeks

Scenario 1
Amendment of Plan Needed

Scenario 4
High Density

Type A
Singles

Type B
Multi

Type A/B
Singles/Multi

-

1- Preparation of Concept Plan. A concept plan is
prepared by the developer. This process is initiated by the
developer or by the City.

2- Review of Concept Plan. The proposed concept plan is
reviewed by the City.

3- Preparation of Draft ASP/ARP. The City prepares a
draft ASP/ARP based on the concept plan produced by the
developer.

4- Circulation of Draft ASP/ARP. The draft plan is
circulated for comment and review.

5- Preparation of Proposed Plan. Based on the circulation
of the ASP/ARP, a final proposed plan is prepared for the
Calgary Planning Commission.

6- Calgary Planning Commission. The proposed plan is
presented to the CPC for recommendation to City Council.
7- Public Hearing and Approval. Council holds a public

hearing on the proposed plan and reaches a final decision.

30-50

30-50

30-50

Total Approval Time:

1.2 Land Use Redesignation

30-50

30-50

30-50

Applications for land use redesignation may be processed together with applications for ASPs and ARPs,

where necessary. The same steps are followed for both approvals, although land use redesignation without an

ASP or ARP typically takes less time.

Time in Weeks

Scenario 1 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Amendment of | No Amendment of | High Density
Plan Needed Plan Needed
Type A | Type B | Type A | Type B Type A/B
Singles Muiti Singles Multi Singles/Multi
1- Pre-application Meeting. This meeting between the
applicant and members of the CPAG team is encouraged — — — — —
by the City. This meeting is initiated by the applicant.
2- Application Submission and Initial Review. A
complete application is submitted and is received by CPAG
for initial review. A file manager is assigned to begin 1 1 1 1 1
circulation.
3- Circulation of Application. Application is circulated for
review to various referees, including relevant community 34 3-4 34 3-4 34
associations.
4- CPAG Report. CPAG team meets to review the
application and the comments received through circulation.
CPAG forms a recommendation and prepares a report for 5-7 5-7 4-6 4-6 5-7
Calgary Planning Commission.
5- Calgary Planning Commission. The report is presented
to the CPC for recommendation to City Council. 2-3 2-3 2-3 2-3 2-3
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Time in Weeks

Scenario 1 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Amendment of No Amendment of | High Density
Plan Needed Plan Needed
Type A | Type B | Type A | Type B Type A/B
Singles | Multi | Singles | Multi | Singles/Multi
6- Notification. After the CPC meeting, the application is
advertised for 2 weeks so that public submissions by
interested parties may be made prior to the public hearing 4-6 4-6 4-6 4-6 4-6
at City Council.
7- Public Hearing. Council holds a public hearing on the
application and reaches a final decision. — — — — —
Total Approval Time: | 15-21* 15-21* | 14-20 14-20 15-21*

*Land use redesignation under Scenarios 1 and 4 has no impact on total approval time due to concurrent processing of

ASPs and ARPs

1.3 Subdivision Approval

Applications for subdivision approval may be processed concurrently with related applications for land use
redesignation, as well as development permits is some instances. An appeal to the Subdivision and

Development Appeal Board (SDAB) of a decision reached in Step 5 adds 4-5 weeks to the total approval time.

Time in Weeks

Scenario 1 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Amendment of No Amendment of | High Density
Plan Needed Plan Needed
Type A | Type B | Type A | Type B Type A/B
Singles | Multi Singles Multi Singles/Multi
1- Pre-application Meeting. This meeting between the
applicant and members of the CPAG team is encouraged — — — —_ —
by the City. This meeting is initiated by the applicant.
2- Application Submission and Initial Review. A
complete application is submitted and is received by CPAG
for initial review. A file manager is assigned to begin 1 1 1 1 1
circulation.
3- Circulation of Application. Application is circulated for
review to various referees, including relevant community 3-4 3-4 3-4 3-4 3-4
associations. ,
4- CPAG Report. CPAG team meets to review the
application and the comments received through circulation.
CPAG forms a recommendation and prepares a report for 5-7 5-7 4-6 4-6 5-7
Calgary Planning Commission.
5- Calgary Planning Commission. The report is presented
to the CPC or Subdivision Officer for approval. — — — — —
Total Approval Time: | 9-12* 9-12* 8-11* 8-11* 9-12*

*Subdivision approval has no impact on total approval time due to concurrent processing with land use redesignation.

1.4 Development Permit

Development permits may be processed concurrently with subdivision or land use redesignation approvals,

but are normally handled after the other approvals are granted. Development permits are not required for type
A housing. An appeal to the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board (SDAB) of a decision reached in Step -

5 adds 3-4 weeks to the total approval time.
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Time in Weeks

Scenario 1 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Amendment of | No Amendment of | High Density
Plan Needed Plan Needed

Type A | Type B | Type A |Type B Type A/B
Singles Multi | Singles | Multi Singles/Multi

1- Pre-application Meeting. This meeting between the
applicant and members of the CPAG team is encouraged n/a — n/a —_ —
by the City. This meeting is initiated by the applicant.

| for initial review. A file manager is assigned to begin

2- Application Submission and Initial Review. A
compilete application is submitted and is received by CPAG n/a 1 n/a 1 1

circulation.

3- Circulation of Application. Appiication is circulated for
review to various referees, including relevant community n/a 3-4 n/a 3-4 3-4
associations. ' '

4- CPAG Report. CPAG team meets to review the
application and the comments received through circulation. n/a 4-5 n/a 3-4 4-5
CPAG forms a recommendation and prepares a report for
Calgary Planning Commission.

5. Calgary Planning Commission. The report is presented

to the CPC for approval. n/a — n/a — —
6- Notification. The CPC decision is advertised to allow
affected parties the right to appeal the decision or the n/a 3 n/a 3 3

conditions of approval.

Total Approval Time: | nl/a 11-13 nla 10-12 11-13

1.5 Process Changes

The addition of the Corporate Planning Application Group (CPAG) in 1997 marks a significant change to the -
land development process in Calgary. CPAG is comprised of staff from various City
departments—Engineering, Transportation, Parks and Recreation, and Planning and Building—involved in
the review and recommendation of certain development applications. CPAG plays a role in the processing of
applications for land use amendments, subdivisions, and development permits. The CPAG initiative is
intended to streamline the approvals process by providing a “one stop” review of development applications.

2 Building Approval

Building approval in Calgary may be processed concurrently with the development permit; however, a permit
is not issued until development permit approval is granted. Upon request, an application to fast-track show
homes for type A housing may be made. The process takes 1 week with no extra charge for this service. Upon
request, an application for a partial permit may be made to allow foundation construction to begin. A partial
permit is process immediately and costs $44. In 1997, a new Single Construction Permit was introduced for one
and two-family dwellings. It allows a single application for electrical, HVAC, plumbing and gas permits.

45



Time in Weeks

Type A Type B
Singles Multi

1- Application. Application is submitted along with 2 sets of
building plans.

2- Alberta Building Code Review. Review of drawings for
.both housing types to verify compliance with safety
regulations under the Alberta Building Code. Review of type
B housing plans is more detailed and involves review by
Fire Department, review of plumbing, heating, and building
engineering.

3- Permit Issued. Upon completion of review and
addressing of all issues by the applicant, the permit is
issued.

Total Approval Time:

3  Inspection «

The inspection process begins at the pre-construction stage. The process for each housing type is the same,
where applicable. Inspections are performed by municipal staff at various stages of construction at the request
of the builder.

Time in Weeks

Type A Type B
Singles Multi
Stage 1- Inspection of footings, foundation, and services by response in < 1 day of response in < 1 day of
building inspector. request request

Stage 2- Inspection of framing construction once rough-ins
for heating, plumbing and electrical are made.

' same as above

same as above

Stage 3- Final inspection by all inspectors before

same as above

same as above

occupancy.

Total Approval Time: n/a n/a

4  Developer Comment

The developer contact for Calgary represents a firm that develops between 400 and 500 residential units
annually. This contact generally agrees with the regulatory steps and timeframes presented here, although it is
the experience of this contact that the timeframes are getting longer. The housing market in Calgary is
currently very strong. In 1997, more than 7000 type A units and more than 3000 type B units were approved.
This has resulted in some of the timeframes being pushed out by several weeks. For its part, the City hired
more than 60 staff in 1997 to assist in the processing of development applications.

While this contact has no direct experience in requesting significant increases in density beyond that permitted
by the Community Plan and zoning bylaw, others have apparently run into local opposition and a lack of
political support. Overall, this contact believes that the City of Calgary has a very efficient regulatory system,
and that the City works continually with the development industry to make improvements.

Surrey, British Columbia

The City of Surrey did not respond to this survey, despite the fact that the Planning and Development Services
Department recently completed an efficiency survey of its development approval system. A response was
received from a development community contact in Surrey.

From the point of view of the developer contact, the timeframes presented in the original 1992 study reflect
best case scenarios only. This contact cites several reasons for this, including: backlog of applications;
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availability of planning staff; difficulty in the timely receipt of circulated information; and political
intervention. For instance, amendment of the Official Community Plan (OCP) takes 8 weeks, according to the
original study findings. In reality, it takes at least 2 to 6 weeks to have the application forwarded to the planner
who will be responsible for processing the application. Further, the response time of provincial agencies, such
as Transport and Fisheries, ranges anywhere from 8 to 15 weeks. While the City’s Engineering Department has
improved its response time, its comments have become too generic to identify any potential concerns.

There are other concerns regarding OCPA. There has been a tendency since 1992 to include large, multi-family
developments into a Neighbourhood Concept Plan, the completion of which is meant to facilitate approval of
an OCPA. The difficulty here is that completion of a NCP can take more than 2 years. Even if an NCP is not
required, it can take more than 1.5 years to complete the land development process. The 1992 study pegged
this timeframe at 1 year.

With respect to the building approval process, timeframes for type A housing have increased from the 1-6
weeks noted in the original study. According to the development contact, the City now requires building
design guidelines to be implemented and registered for each project. The process of approvals through the
Departments of Planning and Development Services and Legal have added 8 weeks to the total approval time.

Several improvements to the regulatory systems are offered by this contact, including the following.

e Areas where an NCP is not required should be clearly identified, as should the minimum number of
hectares to be considered. Smaller areas could be put through the standard OCPA /rezoning process.
The difficulty with the NCP process is that it is often to assemble the required number of residents to
proceed to Council with an application.

e A small group of planners and engineers who can quickly steer applications through the process
should be identified. Many excellent staff people exist.

e Application fees should be reviewed. At this time, the fees are too expensive, the process is too
complicated, and money (or projects) are moving to other municipalities.

e On-line planners should be provided with more decision-making authority. Due toa top- down
approach in Surrey, getting confirmation means waiting for a response from two or three levels above
on-line staff.

e There should be better coordination between the Surrey Planning and Engineering Departments.

e Subdivision applications should proceed after introduction of the rezoning bylaw to allow the
engineering and design process to start 2 to 3 months in advance. The current policy is to proceed only
after third reading by Council, but on a $3 million project at 6.5% interest, a developer could save
$16,250 each month in carrying costs.

* The development community contact in Surrey represents a firm that builds, on average, between 250 and 350

single family units each year.
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Summary of Findings

This section outlines the summary findings of this update study, based on a municipality-by-municipality
analysis of the regulatory processes and timeframes for residential development in ten Canadian cities. It
includes comparisons with the 1992 findings of the original study.

The total current approval times for each process—land development, building approval, and inspection—are
measured in weeks, unless otherwise indicated. These timeframes reflect the development of two housing
types under four typical development scenarios. The development scenarios include:

Scenario 1~ proposed project does not conform with the municipal plan;

Scenario 2 - proposed project site is within an area undesignated by the municipal plan;

Scenario 3 - proposed project conforms with the municipal plan; and,

Scenario 4 - proposed project seeks to substantially increase density above the municipal plan and
zoning.

Scenario 4 is essentially a subset of Scenario 1, but is added as a proximate measure of the response of the
regulatory system to the production of more affordable housing.

Two types were tracked through each of the regulatory processes under these development scenarios. The
housing types include:

Type A - single family development (2-10 hectares); and
Type B - multiples and high-rise development.

Findings on total approval times in this update study are presented in bold, with findings of the 1992 report in
brackets for easy comparison. The concurrent processing of various approvals, when it is allowed, may
shorten total approval times. For instance, consider a rezoning application that also requires an amendment to
the municipal plan. If the municipality processes the two applications at the same time, then the total approval
time will generally be the same as that required for a rezoning that does not need an amendment to the
municipal plan. The inspection process has no effect on the total approval time in any municipality. Please
refer to the detailed findings of this report for a city-by-city presentation of the individual regulatory processes
and timeframes, as well as developer comments, beginning on page 20. A summary compatison of all
municipalities appears in Appendix A.

Although the City of Surrey did not respond, the comments from a local developer offer some insight. For
further information, please see “Surrey” in Detailed Findings section.
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St. John’s, Newfoundland

Time in Weeks
Scenario 1 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Amendment of | No Amendment of | High Density
Plan Needed Plan Needed
Type A | Type B | Type A | Type B Type A/B
Singles | Multi Singles | Multi Singles/Multi
1- Land Development Process
* Rezoning Approval 8-13 8-13 7-16 7-16 8-13
(7-8) (7-8) (11-14)  (11-14) (no data)
* Municipal Plan Amendment (MPA) 10-23  10-23 n/a n/a 10-23
. (16-22) (16-22) (n/a) (n/a) (no data)
 Development Application (Subdivision) 5-9 5-6 5-9 5-6 5-6
(5-10) (5-6) (5-10)  (5-10) (no data)
¢+ Total Time in Land Development Process: | 18-32  18-29 | 12-25  12-22 15-29
(28-40) (28-36) | (16-24) (16-20) (no data)
2- Building Approval Process 1 ” 2 1 2 1-2
() @ (1) (2) (no data)
3- Inspection Process — o — — — —
Total Approval Time: | 19-33 20-31 13-26 14-24 16-31
(29-41) (30-38) | (17-25) (18-22) (no data)
. Total time reflects concurrent processing of land development approvals.

Bold 1997 findings.

0 1992 findings (note that Scenario 4 was not part of 1992 study).
— Indicates no impact on total approval time.

Streamlining initiatives in St. John's have resulted in significant reductions to the total approval times since
1992. Best-case approval times on Scenario 1 applications have been reduced by between 30 and 35 percent;

Scenario 3 applications by 25 percent. On the other hand, the predictability of these approvals may have been
affected somewhat by an increase in the range between best-case and upper limit timeframes. The streamlining

initiatives achieving these reductions in total approval times include: granting Planning Committee the
authority to call its own public meetings (saving 1 to 3 weeks); and, waiving the requirement of Council to

hold a public meeting on applications that require a provincial hearing (saving 2 to 4 weeks). At the provincial

level, the notice period for public hearings has been cut in half from 4 to 2 weeks.

Overall, St. John's ranks second of all the municipalities for quickest turnaround times on Scenarios 1, 3, and 4

applications. For more detailed information on the regulatory steps, timeframes, process changes, and
developer comments for St. John’s, please see “St. John’s” in Detailed Findings section.
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Charlottetown, Prince Edward Island
' Time in Weeks

Scenario 2 Scenario 4
Site Undesignated in Plan High Density
Type A Type B Type A/B
Singles Multi Singles/Multi
1- Land Development Process[X|
* Rezoning Approval 6-9 n/a 6-9
_ (6-9) (n/a) (no data)
¢ Subdivision Approval 10-14 nl/a 10-14
(6-10) (n/a) (no data)
Total Time in Land Development Process: 10-14 nfa 10-14
(10-11) (n/a) {(no data)
2- Building Approval Process 1* n/a 1*
(1) (n/a) (no data)
3- Inspection Process —_ — —
Total Approval Time: 10-14 nla 10-14
(10-11) (n/a) (no data)

Charlottetown has no municipal plan (Scenarios 1 and 3 do not apply) and no type B housing.

* Building approval is processed concurrently with land development approvals and does not impact total approval
time.

Bold 1997 findings.

0 1992 findings (note that Scenario 4 was not part of 1992 study).

— Indicates no impact on total approval time.

Charlottetown is the only municipality in this field without a municipal plan. As a result, it has the shortest
total approval times for Scenario 2 and 4 applications at 10-14 weeks. It is also the only municipality in this
study without Type B housing (multiple high-rise development). While it appears as if the upper limit of the
approval timeframe has increased, this is not necessarily the case. The timeframe includes a public hearing as
part of the subdivision approval process, although one is generally needed only in the case of a controversial
application. Therefore, most applications today still take only 10 to 11 weeks in total approval time.

In 1994, the City of Charlottetown and six adjacent municipalities were amalgamated. As a result, a municipal
plan for the newly-expanded municipality is being prepared and is close to completion. Changes to the land
development process will result. For more detailed information on the regulatory steps, timeframes, process

changes, and developer comments for Charlottetown, please see “Charlottetown” in Detailed Findings section.
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Halifax Regional Municipality, Nova Scotia

Time in Weeks

Scenario 1 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Amendment of No Amendment of | High Density
Plan Needed Plan Needed
Type A | Type B | Type A | Type B Type A/B
Singles Multi Singles | Multi Singles/Multi
1- Land Development Process
* Municipal Planning Strategy Amendment (MPSA) 38-52  38-52 n/a n/a 38-52
(32-42) (32-42) (n/a) (n/a) (no data)
* Rezoning Approval 16-26 16-26 16-26 16-26 16-26
: (16-23) (16-23) | (16-23) (16-23) (no data)
* Subdivision Approval 11-19 1 11-19 1 11-19
{(11-19) (11) (11-19) (11) (no data)
¢ Total Time in Land Development Process: | 42-56 42-56 20-30 20-30 42-56
(37-48) (37-48) | (21-29) (21-29) (no data)
2- Building Approval Process 1* 2* 1* 2* 1-2*
: - (1) ) 1) 2) (no data)
3- Inspection Process — — — — —
Total Approval Time: | 42-56 42-56 20-30 20-30 42-56
(37-48) (37-48) | (21-29) (21-29) (no data)
. Total time reflects concurrent processing of land development approvals.
* Building approval is processed concurrently with land development approvals and does not impact total approval

time.
Bold 1997 findings.
0 1992 findings (note that Scenario 4 was not part of 1992 study).
— Indicates no impact on total approval time.

Halifax Regional Municipality has seen a 12-15% increase in total approval times for Scenario 1 applications
(one of only two municipalities with increases) since 1992. Only Mississauga (at 114 weeks) has longer
approval times. This is largely the result of the addition of Community Councils and Planning Advisory
Committees (PAC) to the land development process. Timeframes for Scenario 3 applications are only slightly
affected.

Halifax is also home to the most significant discrepancies between approval times provided by the
municipality and those experienced by the development contact. The developer contact suggests that plan
amendment in Halifax can take up to 88 weeks, effectively doubling the 42 to 56 weeks indicated. Likewise, 52
weeks is a more accurate reflection of the timeframe for rezoning than 20-30 weeks indicated. It would appear
that the timeframes provided by the municipality reflect best-case scenarios instead of average actual
applications. :

It is worth noting that in 1996, the City of Halifax, Town of Bedford, City of Dartmouth, and Halifax County
were amalgamated to form the new Halifax Regional Municipality. The various land development approval
processes are currently being harmonized, a process that should be completed in 1998. For more detailed
information on the regulatory steps, timeframes, process changes, and developer comments for Halifax
Regional Municipality, please see “Halifax” in Detailed Findings section.
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Saint John, New Brunswick

Time in Weeks

Scenario 1 . Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Amendment of | No Amendment of | High Density
Plan Needed Plan Needed

Type A | Type B | Type A | Type B Type A/B
Singles | Multi | Singles | Multi | Singles/Multi

1- Land Development Process .
 Municipal Development Plan Amendment (MDPA) 16-20 | 16-20 n/a n/a 16-20
(16-20) | (16-20) (n/a) (n/a) (no data)
+ Rezoning Approval ~ 6-7 6-7 6-7 6-7 6-7
(9-12) (9-12) | (9-12) (9-12) (no data)
* Subdivision Approval 7-12 7-12 7-12 7-12 7-12
(7-12) (7-12) | (7-12) (7-12) .| (no data)
(Total Time in Land Development Process: | 18-26 18-26 8-13 8-13 18-26
(18-26) | (18-26) | (11-18) | (11-18) (no data)
2- Building Approval Process 1* 1* 1* 1* 1*
: (1 (1) (1) () (no data)
3- Inspection Process — — — — —

Total Approval Time: | 18-26 18-26 8-13 8-13 18-26

(18-26) | (18-26) | (11-18) | (11-18) (no data)
. Total time reflects concurrent processing of land development approvals. :
* Building approval is processed concurrently with land development approvals and does not impact total approval

time.
Bold 1997 findings.

0 1992 findings (note that Scenario 4 was not part of 1992 study).

— Indicates no impact on total approval time.

Saint John has the secona shortest total approval time—behind Regina—for Scenario 1 proposals and for
Scenario 4 proposals — behind St. John's. It has the quickest turnaround for Scenario 3 applications at 8-13

weeks. Since rezoning applications no longer require provincial approval, this process is about 30 percent (3 to

5 weeks) shorter than it was in 1992.

For more detailed information on the regulatory steps, timeframes, process changes, and developer comments

for Saint John, please see “Saint John” in Detailed Findings section.
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Laval, Québec

Time in Weeks

Scenario 1 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Amendment of | No Amendment of | High Density
Plan Needed Plan Needed
Type A | Type B | Type A | Type B Type A/B
Singles | Multi | Singles | Multi Singles/Multi
1- Land Development Process
* Proposal Submission
* Preliminary Decision
* Review 28-56 2552 | 28-56  25-52 25-56
* Development Plan Amendment and/or Rezoning (44-52) (41-48) | (44-52)  (41-48) (no data)
* Final Decision
* Subdivision Permit Approval
» Construction of Infrastructure
Total Time in Land Development Process: | 28-56 25-52 28-56 25-52 25-56
- 1 (44-52)  {41-48) | (44-52) (41-48) (no data)
2- Building Approval Process 4* 5* 4* 5* 4-5*%
: 4) (5) 4) 5) (no data)
3- Inspection Process — — L — — —
Total Approval Time: | 28-56 25-52 28-56 25-52 25-56
(44-52) (41-48) | (44-52) (41-48) (no data)
* Building approval is processed concurrently with land development approvals and does not impact total approval

time.
Bold 1997 findings.
0 1992 findings (note that Scenario 4 was not part of 1992 study).
— Indicates no impact on total approval time.

The land development process in Laval is unlike that of the other municipalities in this study. In Laval,
Development Plan amendment, rezoning, and subdivision approval are but single steps within a much larger
land development process. As these steps occur concurrently, the need for Development Plan amendment
and/or rezoning has no impact on the total approval time. :

Total approval times-are on par with those of Winnipeg and Calgary. And while the reduction in total

approval time for Scenario 1 and 3 proposals is significant, it is achievable only for smaller projects of fewer
than 20 dwellings. In Laval, the municipality hires a private contractor to construct the on-site services, the cost
of which is paid for by the applicant. For smaller projects, the applicant may seek provincial approval directly
to construct the services privately, thus reducing the review time from 30 to 12 weeks.

For more detailed information on the regulatory steps, timeframes, process changes, and developer comments
for Laval, please see “Laval” in Detailed Findings section.
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Mississauga, Ontario

Time in Weeks

Scenario 1 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Amendment of No Amendment of | High Density
Plan Needed Plan Needed
Type A | Type B | Type A | Type B Type A/B
Singles Multi Singles | Multi Singles/Multi
1- Land Development Process
« Official Plan Amendment (OPA) 45 45 n/a n/a 45
40) (40) (n/a) (n/a) (no data)
* Rezoning Approval 41 41 41 41 41
(23) (23) (23) (23) "~ (no data)
¢ Subdivision Approval 69 69 69 69 : 69
(64) (64) (64) (64) (no data)
+ Total Time in Land Development Process: 114 114 110 110 114
(64) (64) (64) (64) (no data)
2- Building Approval Process 4-6* 4-6* 4-6* 4-6* 4-6*
(4-6) (4-6) (4-6) (4-6) (no data)
3- Inspection Process — — — — —
Total Approval Time: 114 114 110 110 114
(64) (64) (64) (64) (no data)
. Total time reflects concurrent processing of land development approvals (applications for subdivision approval are
not usually processed until after OPA and rezoning approvals are granted).
* Building approval is processed concurrently with land development approvals and does not impact total approval
time.
Bold 1997 findings.

0 1992 findings (note that Scenario 4 was not part of 1992 study).
— Indicates no impact on total approval time.

Mississauga has the longest total approval times of the study municipalities. This is largely due to the fact that
developers choose not to file subdivision applications until after plan amendment and/or rezoning approvals
are granted. The original 1992 study presented a concurrent processing timeframe of 64 weeks. Still, the
subdivision approval process in Mississauga remains the longest in this study at 69 weeks (up from 64 weeks).
The almost doubling of the approval time for rezoning from 23 weeks to 41 is the largest single increase of any
municipality.

The recent delegation of approval authority from the province to the Region of Peel for plan amendments, and
the delegation of approval authority from the Region of Peel to the City of Mississauga for subdivisions, has
cut several weeks from these processes. However, the splitting of the public consultation process into two
stages adds 6 weeks to the total approval time.

For more detailed information on the regulatory steps, timeframes, process changes, and developer comments
for Mississauga, please see “Mississauga” in Detailed Findings section.
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Winnipeg, Manitoba

Time in Weeks

Scenario 1 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Amendment of No Amendment of | High Density
Plan Needed Plan Needed

Type A TypeB | Type A TypeB Type A/B
Singles Multi Singles Multi Singles/Multi

1- Land Development Process '
+ Development Plan Amendment (DPA) 26-42  26-42 n/a n/a ni/a
_ (32-52) (32-52) (nfa) (n/a) (no data)
¢+ Redevelopment Application, Subdivision and Rezoning 20-40  20-40 | 20-40  20-40 - 20-40
(DASZ) (20-40) (20-40) | (20-40) (20-40) (no data)
+ Total Time in Land Development Process: | 26-42 26-42 20-40 20-40 20-40
(32-52) (32-52) | (20-40) (20-40) (no data)
2- Building Approval Process 1 day 7-18 1 day 7-18 1 day/7-18
) (1day) (7-18) | (1day) (7-18) (no data)
3- Inspection Process — — — — —_

Total Approval Time: | 26-42  33-60 | 20-40  27-58 20/27-58
(32-52) (39-70) | (20-40) (27-58) | (no data)

¢ Total time reflects concurrent processing of land development approvals.
Bold 1997 findings.

0 1992 findings (note that Scenario 4 was not part.of 1992 study).

— Indicates no impact on total approval time.

Since 1992, there has been a 10 to 15 percent reduction in total approval times for Scenario 1 applications.
There is no change for the other scenarios. Of note here is the fact that the range between the best-case and
upper limit timeframes for all approvals are quite large. In fact, the upper limit of the approvals timeframe
doubles that of the best-case applications in most cases. This affects the predictability and the level of comfort
developers have with the approvals process, a fact which the comments of the developer contact here seem to
support. Overall, Winnipeg approval times are on par with those of Laval and Calgary.

Also of note, building approval in Winnipeg for Type B housing (multiple high-rise) takes 7 to 18 weeks, the
longest of any municipality in this study. As a result, all development scenarios for Type B housing are made
considerably longer than those for Type A housing. With the exception of Mississauga, the approval of Type B
housing applications under Scenario 3 in Winnipeg are the longest in this study.

For more detailed information on the regulatory steps, timeframes, process changes, and developer comments
for Winnipeg, please see “Winnipeg” in Detailed Findings section.
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Regina, Saskatchewan

Time in Weeks

N NN I IR

Scenario 1 Scenario 3 Urban Hold
Amendment of | No Amendment of | High Density
Plan Needed Plan Needed
Type A | TypeB | Type A | Type B Type A/B
Singles Multi | Singles Multi Singles/Multi
1- Land Development Process
 Municipal Development Plan Amendment (MDPA) 12-20  12-20 n/a n/a n/a
(18-22) (18-22) | (n/a) (n/a) (n/a)
« Neighbourhood Concept Plan n/a n/a n/a n/a 16-32
' (n/a) (n/a) (n/a) (n/a) (10-14)
+ Rezoning Approval 12-16 12-16 12-16 1216 12-16
(14-18) (14-18) | (14-18) (14-18) (14-18)
» Subdivision Approval 8-12 8-12 8-12 8-12 8-12
(10-12) (10-12) | (10-12) (10-12) (10-12)
+ Total Time in Land Development Process: | 14-26 14-26 14-22 14-22 18-40
, (22-28) (22-28) | (18-24) (18-24) (18-24)
2- Building Approval Process 1* 2-3* 1* 2-3* 1/2-3*
W) @ | () 4 (1-4)
3- Inspection Process — — — — —
Total Approval Time: | 14-26 14-26 14-22 14-22 18-40
(22-28) (22-28) | (18-24) (18-24) (18-24)
) Total time reflects concurrent processing of land development approvals.
* Building approval is processed concurrently with land development approvals and does not impact total approval

time.
Bold 1997 findings. _
0 1992 findings (note that Scenario 4 was not part of 1992 study).
— Indicates no impact on total approval time. -

Regina is the only municipality in this study to designate undeveloped lands within the jurisdiction as “urban

“holding”. While development proposals in these designated areas do not require an amendment to the

Municipal Development Plan, a Neighbourhood Concept Plan must be prepared and approved. As a result,
the Urban Hold scenario replaces Scenario 4 proposals.

The original 1992 study found that Regina had the second shortest approval times for Scenario 1 and Scenario
3 proposals. With processing efficiencies reducing total approval times by a further 2 weeks, Regina now has
the quickest turnaround on Scenario 1 applications. It is also runner up to Saint John for the quickest Scenario
3 approvals. No other changes to the regulatory process have been made since 1992. The developer contact in
Regina believes that the regulatory processes represent a suitable model for others to follow. For more detailed
information on the regulatory steps, timeframes, process changes, and developer comments for Regina, please
see “Regina” in Detailed Findings section.
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Calgary, Alberta

Time in Weeks

Scenario 1 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Amendment of | No Amendment of | High Density
Plan Needed Plan Needed
Type A | Type B | Type A | Type B Type A/B
Singles | Multi | Singles Multi Singles/Multi
1- Land Development Process '
* Community Plan Amendment
Area Structure Plan (ASP) 30-50  30-50 n/a n/a 30-50
Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP) (30-50)  (30-50) (nj a) (n/a) (no data)
+ Land Use Redesignation 15-21 15-21 14-20 14-20 15-21
(16-32) (16-32) | (16-32) (16-32) (no data)
+ Subdivision Approval 9-12 9-12 8-11 8-11 8-11
(8-12) (8-12) | (8-12) (8-12) (no data)
+ Development Permit Approval n/a 11-13 n/a 10-12 n/a/11-13
’ (n/a) (8-12) (n/a) (8-12) (no data)
¢ Total Time in Land Development Process: | 30-50 41-63 14-20 24-32 30-63
(30-50) (30-50) | (16-32) (16-32) (no data)
2- Building Approval Process 3* 3* 3* 3* 3*
' 2) ()] (2) 3) (no data)
3- Inspection Process — — — —_ —
Total Approval Time: | 30-50 41-63 14-20 24-32 30-63
(30-50) (30-50) | (16-32) (16-32) (no data)
. Total time reflects concurrent processing of land development approvals.
* Building approval is processed concurrently with land development approvals and does not impact total approval

time.
Bold 1997 findings.
0 1992 findings (note that Scenario 4 was not part of 1992 study).
— Indicates no impact on total approval time.

In 1997, the planning process in Calgary was overhauled with the addition of the Corporate Planning
Application Group (CPAG) comprised of staff from various City departments involved in the review and
recommendation of certain development applications. The CPAG initiative is intended to streamline the
approvals process by providing a “one stop” review of development applications. Rezonings (Scenario 3) for
Type A housing (singles) seem to have benefited the most from this streamlining. Approvals are now granted
anywhere from 2 to 12 weeks sooner than they were in 1992, a saving of up to 40 percent. As a result, Calgary
is second only to Saint John for turnaround on this type of application.

While this study finds that Calgary’s total approval time on Scenario 3 applications is one of the quickest here,
its approval times for plan amendments (Scenarios 1 and 4) is among the slowest. According to the developer
contact in Calgary, some of the approval timeframes are being pushed out by several weeks due to a boom in
housing that is resulting in a processing backlog. For its part, the City hired more than 60 staff in 1997 to assist
in the processing of development applications. For more detailed information on the regulatory steps,
timeframes, process changes, and developer comments for Calgary, please see “Calgary” in Detailed Findings
section.

Surrey, British Columbia

The City of Surrey was the only municipality in this study that did not respond to the study survey. The
original 1992 study found that Surrey had the second longest total approval time behind Mississauga, at 52-60
weeks. It also had the longest building approval process at 10-15 weeks. The developer contact in Surrey notes
that the timeframes presented in the original 1992 study reflect best-case scenarios only. Another concern is the
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process of amending the Official Community Plan. The developer contact notes that since 1992, there has been
a tendency to include large, multi-family developments into a Neighbourhood Concept Plan, the completion of
which is meant to facilitate approval of an OCPA. The problem is that completion of a NCP can take more than
2 years. Even if a NCP is not required, it can take more than 1.5 years to complete the land development
process. The 1992 study pegged this timeframe at 1 year.

For further information, please see “Surrey” in Detailed Findings section.
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Conclusions

This section outlines the conclusions of this study, based on an overall analysis of the regulatory processes and
timeframes for residential development in ten Canadian cities. This includes comparison with the original 1992
study results as well as among the cities themselves, where possible. This section also speculates on the
possible effects of different regulatory approaches on approval time and complexity, which in turn affect
housing affordability.

Overall Analysis and Comparison of Study Findings

Depending upon the development scenario and housing type, most municipalities have generally seen an
overall reduction in total approval times since 1992. Under some scenarios and housing types, total approval
times remain unchanged or have increased slightly. The following analysis is presented by development
scenario and reflects concurrent processing of approvals for land development, building, and inspection,
where available. For a detailed presentation of the study findings, please refer to Appendix A.’

Scenario 1
Under this scenario, a municipal plan amendment is needed. The total approval times for each city are
presented in Chart 1.

Overall, Regina offers the quickest turnaround on Scenario 1 proposals with a total approval time range of 14
to 26 weeks. The best-case approval time of 14 weeks is the shortest of the ten cities, while the upper limit of 26
weeks is matched only by Saint John. Saint John and St. John's are a close second and third in best-case
approval time. The most significant reductions in approval times are found in St. John’s. Best-case approval
times have been cut by about 35 percent; upper limit approval times are down 20 percent. Significant
reductions in best-case approval times are also apparent in Regina. The longest total approval time of the ten
cities is Mississauga at 114 weeks.

Key points to note in considering the findings in Chart 1 are as follows. First, with respect to Laval, the
reduction in best-case approval times reflects the ability of a developer proposing fewer than 20 housing units
to apply directly to the province for approval to service the project site privately. For larger projects, the
municipality must approve the servicing plan and hire a contractor to construct them (which takes much
longer). This shortcut is not reflected in the 1992 study findings. Second, with respect to Mississauga, the 1992
study findings do not reflect the fact that subdivision approval is not generally applied for until after
municipal plan amendment and requisite rezoning are granted. Third, the apparent increase in total approval
time for multiple units in Calgary reflects the fact that development permit approval (which takes 11 to 13
weeks) is not generally applied for until subdivision approval is granted. The 1992 study findings do not
reflect this. Fourth, as Charlottetown has no municipal plan, this scenario does not apply. Finally, Surrey did
not respond to the survey.
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Chart 1

Scenario 1- Municipal Plan Amendment Needed
Total Approval Time in Weeks

Study Municipality

120

St. John's, NF
Type A (detached)

Type B (multiples)

50 60 70 80 90 100 110

Charlottetown, PE
Type A (detached)
Type B (muitiples)

|

|
l

Scenario l1 does n?t apply’as Charlottetown has no municibal plan

Type A (detached)

Type B (multiples)

Halifax Regional Municipality, NS

Saint John, NB
Type A (detached)

Type B (multiples)

Laval, QC
Type A (detached)

Type B (multiples)

Mississauga, ON
Type A (detached)

Type B (multiples)

114

114

Winnipeg, MB .
Type A (detached)

Type B (multiples)

Regina, SK
Type A (detached)

Type B (multiples)

Calgary, AB
Type A (detached)

Type B (multiples)

Surrey, BC
Type A (detached)

-Type B (multiples)

“ 2 | ‘

Surrey did not respond to this survey
160 ‘

Surrey did not respond to this survey

Note: Total Approval Time reflects concurrent processing of approvals where availabie.
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Scenario 2
Under this scenario, the project site is undesignated in the municipal plan. The total approval times for each
city are presented in Chart 2.

Charlottetown is the only city in which Scenario 2 applies since it has no municipal plan. All other cities have a
plan in place that designates all lands within municipal jurisdiction. The total approval time of 10 to 14 weeks
reflects the time required to obtain both rezoning and subdivision approval. Please note Charlottetown has no
Type B housing.

Scenario 3
Under this scenario, no amendment to the municipal plan is required. The total approval times for each city
are presented in Chart 3.

Overall, Saint John offers the quickest approval of Scenario 3 proposals with a total approval time range of 8 to
13 weeks for both singles and multiples. This approval range is significantly less than that of the other
municipalities. A number of the remaining cities — St. John’s, Regina, and Calgary—cluster in the 14 to 25
weeks timeframe for approval. The largest single cut in approval time since 1992 is witnessed by Calgary with
a saving of 12 weeks from the upper limit of 32 weeks: a reduction of almost 40 percent. Significant savings are
also achieved in Regina and St. John's. The longest total approval time of the ten cities is Mississauga at 110
weeks.

As with Scenario 1, the apparent significant reduction in approval time for Laval, and the increase in
Mississauga, are the result of the fact that the 1992 study results do reflect the actual situation at that time.

Again, Surrey did not respond to the survey.

Scenario 4

Under this scenario, a substantial increase in density above the municipal plan and zoning bylaw is sought.
Scenario 4 is essentially a subset of Scenario 1 and is added to this study as a proximate measure of the
response of the regulatory system to the production of more affordable housing. The total approval times for
each city are presented in Chart 4.

‘Other than Charlottetown, which has no municipal plan, St. John's, Regina, and Saint John, offer the quickest

best-case approval at 16 to 18 weeks. That being said, it appears that the process in Saint John is more
predictable than the others with a short 8 week range between best-case approval at 18 weeks and the upper
limit at 26 weeks. This upper limit is about 4 weeks less than St. John's; 12 weeks shorter than Regina. It takes
about 1 year to obtain Scenario 4 approval in Laval, Winnipeg, and Calgary. It takes twice that in Mississauga
(114 weeks).

Please note Charlottetown has no Type B housing. Surrey did not respond to the survey.

Developer Comments _

Developer comments on the regulatory processes and timeframes in each city provide some insight. They
support a logical conclusion: fewer complaints for simpler and shorter processes. Cities such as Charlottetown,
Regina, and Saint John, where the regulatory processes have the fewest steps and the shortest approval times,
also had few complaints from the local developer contacts. The opposite was true for the Halifax Regional
Municipality, Mississauga, and Surrey. In each of these cities, the developer contact felt that the timeframes
provided by the municipality were optimistic, reflecting more the best-case scenarios than average actual

_ applications.



Chart 2

Scenario 2 - Project Site Undesignated in Municipal Plan
Total Approval Time in Weeks

Study Municipality

10 20 30 40

110

St. John's, NF
Type A (detached)

Type B (muttiples)

chnario 2

50 60 70 80

does n(?t apply in Halifax as all

| |

| ;

|

90 100
\
1

land is qesignated in thq municipfal plan

120

Charlottetown, PE
Type A (detached)

Type B (multiples)

4

|
|
i
i
|
|
|

i
i
t

Charlottetown has no

|
\
|
|

|

\ ;
\ !
| i
| |
1 |

Type A (detached)

Type B (multiples)

Halifax Regional MunicipalitTl, NS } ‘

|

|
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Type B: housing

|
|
|

.

land is designatéd in the municipgl plan

Saint John, NB
Type A (detached)

Type B (multiples)

i

Sc[enario 2

|
|

does not apply ‘in Halifax as all

|

|
|

land is designatéd in the municip?l plan

Laval, QC
Type A (detached)

Type B (multiples)

|
chnario 2

o

I

does not apply in Haliféx as all

|

land is gesignatéd in the municip!al plan
! |

Mississauga, ON
Type A (detached)

Type B (multiples)

|

does nqt apply in Halifax as all

j

i

|

land is designated in the municipal plan

i

Winnipeg, MB
Type A (detached)

Type B (multiples)

i

|

i

|

|

o
ScTenario 2

1 Sc?nario 2

1
1
|
|

does n6t apply jin Haliqu as all

|
|

land is fiesignated in the municipﬁl plan

Regina, SK
Type A (detached)

Type B (muitiples)

T
i
i

|
|
|
I

_ Scénario 21 does nét apply in Haliféx as all ;Iand is designated in th

|
|

e municipal plan
j |

Calgary, AB
Type A (detached)

Type B (multiples)

i ; V

| i i 1 i
Scenario 2 does not apply in Halifax as all land is designated in th

|
|
| |
|

[
|

| i
e municipal plan

Surrey, BC
Type A (detached)

Type B (multiples)

Scenario 2‘
|

does not apply in Halifax as all ‘Iand is designated in th
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Note: Total Approval
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Chart 3

Total Approval Time in Weeks

Scenario 3 - No Municipal Plan Amendment Needed

Study Municipality 10

40 50 60 70 80 90

100 110

St. John's, NF |
Type A (detached) |

Type B (muiltiples)

Charlottetown, PE '
Type A (detached) \

Type B (multiples)

.
!

i |
| |
i |
| ! !
! i
‘ ! i
‘ i
|
‘ [
\
‘ !

"

| ;
i

]

' Sceinario 3 Kdoes not apply as Charlpttetown has no

municip?l plan

|
Halifax Regional Municipality, N

Type A (detached) T

[

Type B (multiples) 1

S
2
2

Saint John, NB
Type A (detached)

Type B (muitiples)

Laval, QC
Type A (detached)

Type B (multiples)

Mississauga, ON
Type A (detached)

Type B (multiples)

Winnipeg, MB
Type A (detached)

Type B (multiples)

Regina, SK
Type A (detached)

Type B (multiples)

Calgary, AB
Type A (detached)

Type B (muitiples)

Surrey, BC
Type A (detached)

Type B (multiples)

U

t respond to this survey
; 60
Surrey did not respond to this survey

Surrey did n

1992 Findings

. 1997 Findings

Note: Total Approval Time reflects concurrent processing of approvals where available.
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Scenario 4 - Substantial increase in Density Sought

Chart 4 Total Approval Time in Weeks
Study Municipality 10 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120
St. John's, NF ! - ‘{ i ; i : | |
Type A (detached) Scenario 4 was not part of the ‘!992 study ‘
: ! i l | z
Type B (multiples) Scenario 4 was not part of the 1992 stugy v ‘
i L 1 | i
Charlottetown, PE ? | | | l ’ !
Type A (detached) Scenari‘o 4 was not part of the 1992 study |
3 E i f | !
Type B (multiples) Scenario 4 was not part of the 1992 study
Charlottetown has no Type B housing '
Halifax Regional Municipality, NS | ! i 1 | i i
Type A (detached) , | Scenario 4 was not part of the 1’992 stugy ‘ |
i 56 | | |
Type B (multiples) ‘ | was not part of the 1‘992 stuc‘i ‘ |
| 4 6 | ! ‘ |
Saint John, NB | | | ‘ 5 ( i | \
Type A (detached) ‘ Scenarllo 4 was not part of the 11992 stu?y ’ ’
} i 5 * ‘ ‘
i I | ! I ! !
Type B (multiples) : ~Scenario 4 was‘ not part of the 1|992 study | ‘
| | | | | |
Laval, QC | ! | 1 | l | | !
Type A (detached) ‘ i0 4 was] not part of the 1’992 stu? ‘ 1
| 52 %
| ! B | : 1
Type B (multiples) . wasl not part of the 1‘992 study ‘ .
? 56 i % | !
Mississauga, ON ’ | § | | ! |
Type A (detached) | Scenarilo 4 was not part of the 1‘992 stu‘d , § ‘
S o | | 14
Type B (multiples) ‘ Scenarﬁo 4 was not part of the ]992 study ‘
| ‘ | | 114

Winnipeg, MB
Type A (detached)

Type B (multiples)

Regina, SKt
Type A (detached)

Type B (multiples)

Calgary, AB
Type A (detached)

Type B (multiples)

Surrey, BC
Type A (detached)

Type B (multiples)

|
| | ! |
Scenari‘o 4 was not part of the 1|992 study
140 | |
i s not part of the 1992 study
58 : '

|
! |
] |

Scenario 4 was not part of the 1‘992 study
0 ! 1 ] |
Scenario 4 was not part of the 1992 study
0 ! : !

)

io 4 was not part of the i992 study
50 f '
Scenario 4 was not part of the 1992 study
63 |

Scenario 4 was not part of the 1992 study
Surrey did not respond to this survey
Scenario 4 was not part of the 1992 study
Surrey did not respond to this survey

1992 Findings
1997 Findings

Note: Total Approval Time reflects concurrent processing of approvals where available.
T "Urban Holding" replaces Scenario 4 in Regina. A Neighbourhood Concept Plan (NCP) is required.
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Speculations on Regulatory Approaches Used

It is possible, based on the study findings, to speculate on the effects of different regulatory approaches of
development on approval time and complexity, which in turn impact on housing affordability. This may offer
some insights on process design with respect to efficiency, flexibility, and responsiveness to affordable
housing.

‘Number of Steps Matters

More steps in the regulatory processes result in more time—and more costs—for the applicant. Of course, the
steps are there for a reason, but they incur extra costs for the applicant in the form of lost time and
opportunity—more interest and tax payments on land, and slower responses to rapidly changing markets.
This is more significant at the latter stages of land development processes.

The municipalities with the simplest processes—Charlottetown, Saint John, Regina - are also the ones with the
shortest total approval time. Of course, Charlottetown is a special case as it has no municipal plan. Still, the
total time for land development approval in Charlottetown for a Scenario 4 proposal (one that involves a
significant density increase) is only 10-14 weeks. In Saint John, a Scenario 4 proposal can be approved in 18-26
weeks; in Regina, 18-38 weeks. The land development approval processes in these municipalities typically
consist of only 4 to 6 steps. These municipalities have the quickest approval times for both best-case and worst-
case scenario applications. The narrower timeframes make the process more predictable for the applicant.

The municipalities with the most complex processes—Mississauga, Winnipeg, Halifax Regional Municipality,
Calgary—have the longest land development approval times. In Calgary and Halifax Regional Municipality,
land development approval generally takes 30-63 weeks and 42-56 weeks respectively. In Mississauga, where
subdivision applications are not usually processed until after plan amendment and/or rezoning approvals are

"granted, land development approval takes 114 weeks—the longest in the study. The twelve-step subdivision

approval process alone takes 69 weeks, although the recent delegation of approval authority from the Region
of Peel to the City of Mississauga should cut several weeks from the process.

Management Involvement Has Impact

Some regulatory processes may be described as “management heavy”. These processes usually include several
steps that would involve various senior level staff reviews. For instance, an application for plan amendment in
Winnipeg is first reviewed by an Administrative Coordinating Group that includes representatives from
relevant city departments. The Group prepares a report but it does not go directly to a standing committee of
Council. Instead, it is forwarded to the Chief Administrative Officer for consideration, who then forwards it to
the Executive Policy Committee for review. As a standing committee, the Executive Policy Committee
forwards the application on to Council. This level of management involvement adds about 4 weeks to the
approval process. ‘

Provincial Involvement Has Impact

In almost every municipality in this study, at least one land development approval process requires provincial
involvement. Municipal plan amendment generally requires provincial approval. The exceptions are
Charlottetown (which has no plan) and Calgary. Provincial approval can take a period of 4 to 8 weeks. St.
John's is the only municipality that requires provincial approval for rezoning, adding 2 to 4 weeks to the
process. It is obvious that delegation of approval authority to the municipal level would reduce significantly
the total approval times. Even the delegation of approval authority from the provincial to a regional level of
government, as was recently the case in Peel Region, cut several weeks from the plan amendment process in
Mississauga.
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Public Involvement Has Impact

Public involvement is a necessary (although time consuming) aspect of planning. Public input is sought in
different ways in the regulatory processes. The simplest processes, and the quickest, provide one formal
opportunity for public comment, even when several applications for the same proposal are being processed
concurrently. This is the case in all of the municipalities, except Mississauga. In Mississauga, public
consultation was split into two stages. The City believes it is inappropriate for staff to bring forth a
recommendation on an application before the public has had an opportunity to provide input. A public
information report, without recommendations, is first put forward by staff. A public information meeting on
the report is held, and then a supplementary report incorporating public input and staff analysis is prepared
for the Planning and Development Committee. This change has added about 6 weeks to the total approval
time. In St. John’s, Council can waive its public meeting requirement if public reaction to an application is
favourable and controversy is not anticipated.

One-Stop Buying vs. One-Stop Selling

As noted in the review of the literature on regulatory reform, a variety of methods are used to streamline the
approvals process. These include central application and information centres, team review processes, joint
hearing of applications, staff training and education, application tracking systems, and improved information
dissemination and public consultation. The key consideration here is where the time savings will occur.

For instance, a popular streamlining method in Canadian municipalities is the one-stop shopping centre for
permits. These centres provide important information on all rules, regulations, applications, and approval
processes. They provide application forms for all permits and approvals, and counter staff are on hand to
ensure applications are complete before they are accepted for processing. These centres also monitor and track
applications through the approvals process. While one-stop shopping makes it easier to file an application, it
has no effect on the review of that application. This is not to suggest that the ease of application is not a key
concern among developers, its just that it has no bearing on how long the developer will be tied up in review.

In an effort to reduce the total time for an application to go through the review process, every municipality in
this study offers some degree of concurrent processing of various development approvals. For instance, an
application for plan amendment and the requisite rezoning will be processed together and they will share
public hearings. Also, most municipalities offer concurrent processing of subdivision applications, although
many developers are unwilling to risk preparing costly submission before municipal plan amendment and /or
rezoning are secured.

There is, however, another streamlining method that is gaining acceptance in Canada: one-stop selling through
coordinated review and decision-making. For instance, a committee or group of staff from relevant
departments (planning, engineering, parks and recreation, transportation, etc.) can provide coordinated

review and recommendations which are then forwarded directly to a standing committee of Council. This will
avoid the complexity and lengthy approval times associated with the multi-layer review of development
applications.

In St. John's, the Development Committee meets weekly to consider development applications and make
recommendations to the Planning Committee. In Winnipeg, the Administrative Coordinating Group performs
a similar function. In 1997, the City of Calgary completely overhauled its planning process to adopt a similar
approach. The Corporate Planning Applications Group (CPAG) is now responsible for the pre-application
meeting with the applicant, the receipt and review of the application itself, and the recommendation to the
Calgary Planning Commission. This initiative has saved 2 to 12 weeks from the total approval time on
rezoning applications. And, by drawing the various decision-makers together, management involvement is
minimized, and the applicant (shopper) deals with only one handler (shopkeeper).

68



i ; i .
E N B N S U N N N

s

N il e

Bibliography

Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation. Housing Affordability in a Changing Society: Symposium
Proceedings. Ottawa: CMHC, 1995.

Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation. Regulatory Mechanisms to Facilitate the Production of
Affordable Housing. Ottawa: CMHC, 1992.

Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation. Facilitating Production of Affordable Housing Through
Regulatory Reform and Streamlining Approval Processes. Ottawa: CMHC, 1986.

Energy Pathways Inc. The Role of Planning: The impact of regulations on the provision of low-income and
affordable housing. Ottawa: CMHC, 1991.

Energy Pathways Inc. Discussion Paper on Regulations Related to Housing Affordability, Choice, Quality
and Innovation. Ottawa: CMHC, 1989.

Hershey, Stuart S. and Garmise, Carolyn. Streamlining Local Regulations: A handbook for reducing housing
and development costs. Washington, DC: International City Management Association, 1983.

King County Housing Partnership. Blueprint for Affordable Housing. Seattle: KCHP, 1994.
Leung, Hok-Lin. “Streamlining Development Approval.” Municipal World. May, 1992. pp. 6-8.
Leung, H-L. Land Use Planning Made Plain. Ottawa: Ronald P. Frye and Company, 1989.

Lowry, Ira S. and Ferguson, Bruce W. Development Regulation and Housing Affordability. Washington. D.C.
Urban Land Institute, 1992

Municipal Research & Services Center of Washington. Affordable Housing Techniques: A primer for local
government officials. Kirkland: MRSCW, 1992.

Ontario Ministries of Municipal Affairs and Housing. Increasing Housing Choices: Implementation guideline
for the land use planning for Housing Policy Statement. Toronto: Queen’s Printer for Ontario, 1990.

Porter, Douglas R. et al. Flexible Zoning: How it works. Washington, D.C.: Urban Land Institute, 1988.
Rogers, lan MacFee. Canadian Law of Planning and Zoning. Toronto: Osgoode Hall Law, 1996.

Schiffman, Irving. Alternative Techniques for Managing Growth. Berkeley: Institute of ~ Governmental
Studies, 1989.

Seidel, Stephen R. Housing Costs & Government Regulations: Confronting the regulatory maze. New
Brunswick: Centre for Urban Policy Research, 1978.

Somerville, C. Tsuriel. Measuring the Effects of Municipal Regulations on House Prices and Rents. Vancouver:
CMHC, 1995.

Suchman, Diane R. Infill Housing: Opportunities and strategies for inner-city neighbourhoods. Washington,
D.C.: Urban Land Institute, 1996.

69



United States Department of Housing and Urban Development. Making Housing Affordable: Breaking down
regulatory barriers. Washington, DC: Council of State Community Development Agencies, 1994.

United States Department of Housing and Urban Development. Innovative Zoning: A local official’s
guidebook. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1978.

York, Marie L. “The Orlando Affordable Housing Demonstration Project”. JAPA. Chicago: American Planning
Association, Vol. 57, No. 4, Autumn 1991.

70



Appendices

W AT AN AN SN N N ST e

R T WY PPN [ TN

B

N

s

T

71



.>m>5w®£8v:oawm:ocU_U>m:._=w D
‘pauinbai st (JON) ueid ideduog pooyinoqubiaN v euibay ut  oueuaoag saoeidas BuipjoH ueqin,, 1

"awiy [eaosdde [ejo} Joeduit Jou sa0p pue sieacsdde Juswdojaasp puel yum Ajuainoucs passaooid s| jeaosdde Buipjing

‘Butsnoy g adA1 ou pue ueid [ediofunw ou sey umoleyouBYD X
"awi feaosdde 12)0) uo joedwl ou sa1e01pU| —
'sjeaoudde Juswdofeasp pue o Buissas0id JuauNdUoD S}O8Yas AW (1o 11 .

"(Apnis z661 JO Hed Jou sem  oueUSDS Jey) slou) sBuipuy zZ661 0

'sBuipuy 2661 PIoY
(eep ou) (gioL)  (9-1) (e/u) (eru) | (Gi-01)  (9-4) (eyep ou) (09) (zg) (e/u) (e/u) (09) (zg)
ejep ou ejep ou ejep ou Bjep ou ejep ou ejep ou ejep ou ejep Ou [Jog ‘Aaung |.
(e3ep OU) () @) (e/u) (/u) () (@ (ezep ou) (ze-ol) (zeo) | (em) (eru) | (0s-08) (0s-0€)
+£ «£ £ +£ e/u eju £ £ 4€9-0¢  ¢0G-0¢| *Z¢HZ ¢0ZvL| e e/u | ¢€O-Ly  ¢05-0€ av ‘Aeben
(eep ou) (%) (1) (e/u) (e/u) () (1) (m1ep OU) (re-g1) (vz-g1) | (en) (eru) | (82-22) (82-22)
+£2 ) +£-T ) eju eju €2 M) *0v-8L  *0P-8L| *ZTHL eZZvL| e eju *9Z-vL . 49Z-vL 1 )S ‘euiboy
(eyep ou) (81-2) (Aep1) | (em) (eru) | (g1-2) (fep 1) (e1ep ou) (ot-02) (ov-02) | (e/u) () | (z6-2¢) (zg5-2€)
8l-L Kepy gl-. Kepy eju e/u 8l-L  Aep | eov-0z <0t-0z| *o0v-02 eov-0z| e eju *ZV-9T  *2v-9Z aw ‘Baduuipy
(eyep ou) (o-v) (o-v) (e/u) (e/u) (o-v) (o) (eep ou) (¥9) (v9) (e/u) (e/u) (¥9) (9)
9 9 9 9 e/ e/u 297 9 *PLL epLL oLl oL e/u eju bl epLL NO ‘ebnessissiy
(erep ou) (s) ) (eyu) (/u) (g) ) (ejep ou) (8v-1¥)  (ZGvh) | (emu) (/) | (8v-Lb) (2c-vb)
G . S w7 eju eju S o+ 9%-6Z 9667 | Z6GZ  96-82 e/u e/u 256T 9592 00 ‘jenen
(eyep ou) (1) (1) (ep) (eu) (1) (1) (evep ou) (8L-11)  (g8i-11) | (en) (eju) | (9z-81) (9z-81)
L b b ) eju efu M) ) 497-81 ¢9Z-8L| #gL-8  ¢cl-g eju e/u 49281  *9Z-8l aN ‘uyor juies
{eyep ou) (2) (1) (e/u) (equ) (@) (1) (e1ep ou) (62-12) (6z-12) | (ep) (eu) | (g¥-28) (8p-28) SN "Ayifedolunypy
€ b 2 ) eju eju 2 L *9G-Zh 40G-Zh | *0£-0Z ¢0c0Z| e eju *9G-Z0  +9G-Zp jeuolbay xepeH
(e1ep ou) (ju) (eju) (e/u) (1) (equ) (e/u) (erep ou) (/) (e/u) (e (-0 | (e (e/u)
e/ ) eju eju eju b Bju efu eju vi-01L e/u eju e/u v1-01 eju eju Xl 34 ‘umoranopeyn
(erep ou) (@) (1) () (/) 6.(2) (1) (eyep ou) (oz91) (rz-oL)| (en) (eju) | (9g-82) (ov-82)
z 3 z 3 eju eju 4 i +62-51 *62SL| ZzZL ST2TL e/u eju +62-8L  *ze-sl 4N ‘s,uyor 18
g v g v g v g v g v g v 4 v ] v Ayediounpy Apms
P olleudog € oueuasg Z oueuasg | oleuass {7 oueuddg € OLIeU32g Z Oleudng | oueuang

§89901d |eaosddy Buipjing

$s99%0.d Juawdojaaaq pueq

Sel}I] uelpeue) U] Ul SaweldWI] pue ssa20.1d Alojeinbay - v xipuaddy

72




73

‘Aenins ay) 0} puodsal jou pip Asung 1
‘pasinbai s1 {(dON) uveld 3deouo) pooysnogubiaN v eulbay ui & oeusdg seoe|dal Buipjoy uvequn, i
‘aw jeacudde |30} oedwi Jou Ssop pue sieacidde Juawdojoasp PUB| Yim AUaLINOUOD passaooud s jeaocsdde Buipiing N
‘Buisnoy g adA] ou pue ued jediolunw ou sey umolsjioleyd X
"au [eaoldde jejo} uo Joedun ou seledIpu| —
‘s|eaosdde Juswdojansp puey jo Buissaooid JusuNOU0D S108Ya) Bul) [Bj0 L ¢
“(Apnis Z661 J0 Wed Jou Sem { OeUsIS Jey) sjou) sBulpuy 2661 )
'sbuipuy 2661 P1oq
(e3ep ou) (09) (29) (e/u) (e/u) (09) (29) (ejep ou) — = (e/u) (eju) — —
ejep ou e)Ep OU ejep ou eyep ou ejep ou ejep ou ejep ou ejep ou [ ng ‘Asung
(eyep ou) (ze-91) (ze-91)| (em) (epuy | (0g-0g) (0s-0€) (e1ep ou) — 3 (eu) (eu) — —
€9-0¢  06-0¢ | 2P 0ZVl e/u Bju £€9-ly  05-0¢ — — — = eju eju — — gy ‘febeg
(erep ou) (rz-81) (bz-81) | (em) (eru) | (gz-22) (82-22) (eyep ou) — £ (eju) (efu) - —
or-8lL  ov-8L | ZZPL Zebl Bju efu gz-rk  9Zvl — — — = eju eju — - 4 )S ‘euibay
(erep ou) (86-22) (ov-02)| (em) (epw) | (o68) (zg-ze) (erep ou) — & (/) (epu) — —
85-1Z Ov0Z | 9§12  OV-0C eju e/u 09-€¢  2v92 — — — = e/u /U - — aw ‘Badiuup
(eyep ou) (+9) (+9) (efu) {eju) (+9) (+9) (eyep ou) — — (e/u) (e/v) — —
141" 1418 oLl oLl eju eju 141 viL — — — — e/u eju — — NO ‘ebnessissiy
(ezep ou) 8r-iv)  (25vv) | (eju) () | (8v-L¥) (26-v) (ezep ou) — — (equ) (e/u) — —
96-GZ  T6-GZ | 256T  95-8C eju e/u 75-6T  95-8C — — — — e/u eju — — 20 ‘fereq
(e3ep ou) 8L-11) (81-LY) | (en) (eju) | (oz-81) (92-81) (eyep ou) — — (e/u) (eju) — —
9z-2k  9Z-8L €1-8 £1-8 eju efu 9z-8L  92-81 — — — — eju eju — — aN ‘uyor uesg
(eyep ou) (6z-12) (62-12) | (BMU) (erw) | (8y-28) (8¥-L€) (eep ou) — — (e/u) (eu) — — SN ‘Ayediounpy
9G-Zy  9G¢y | 0€-0Z  0£-0Z eju e/u 952y 962V - - - — e/ B/U — — [euoiboy xeyfeH
(eyep ou) (epu) (e/u) () (10| (e) (ep) (eyep ou) (/) (epu) (e/u) — (epu) (e/u)
m\: 1-01 eju eju N.\: 1-0L e/u B/u eju _ e/u eju eju — e/u eju E 3d .C>>o~mﬁo_._mr_0
{e1ep ou) (zz-g1) (sz-21)| (ewm) {ew) | (8g-08) (1+-62) (ejep ou) — — (eju) (eju) — -
Le-LL 0€-91 vevi 9¢-¢l e eju 1€-02 €€-61 —_ — - - eju eju - - 4N ‘s,uyor 18
2| v a v q v =] v 4 v | v g v a v '
Ayjedoiuny Apmg
P oleuadg € olleuaossg Z oueusdsg | oueuass { o1IBUdDS € OoLBUADS Z OLeudd2g | oleuddg

awi] jeaosddy jejor

§5900id uoi}dadsuj



74



RO Y N

~

NN

Nt s

Appendix B - Municipal and Developer Contacts

Municipal Contacts
St. John's
Newfoundland

Charlottetown
Prince Edward Island

Halifax Regional Municipality
Nova Scotia

Saint John
New Brunswick

Laval
Quebec

Mississauga
Ontario

Winnipeg
Manitoba

Mr. Ken O'Brien MCIP

Supervisor, Planning & Information
Department of Engineering & Planning
City of St. John's, P.O. Box 908

St. John's, NF A1C 5M2

Tel: (709)576-6121 Fax: (709)576-8625

Mr. Don Poole

Department of Planning

City of Charlottetown, P.O. Box 98
Charlottetown, PE C1A 7K2

Tel: (902)566-5548 Fax: (902)629-4115

Mzr. Ed Thornhill CBI

Development Services, Eastern Region
2™ Floor, Alderney Gate, P.O. Box 1749
Halifax, NS B3] 3A5

Tel: (902)490-4480 Fax: (902)490-4661

Mr. Jim Baird MCIP, Manager
Community Planning

City of Saint John, P.O. Box 1971

St. John, NB E2L 4L1

Tel: (506)658-2835 Fax: (506)658-2837

Mr. Luc Paquette

Town Planning Department

City of Laval, 3 Place Laval, Room 500
Laval, QC H7V 374

Tel: (514)662-4293 Fax: (514)662-7250

Mr. James Riddell MCIP

Manager, Development & Design (South)
Planning and Building Department

City of Mississauga, 300 City Centre Drive
Mississauga, ON L5B 3C1

Tel: (905)896-5531 Fax: (905)896-5553

Mr. Ross Mitchell MCIP

Land and Development Services Department
City of Winnipeg, 395 Main Street, 9th Floor
Winnipeg, MB R3B 3E1

Tel: (204)986-5017 Fax: (204)986-6907
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Regina
Saskatchewan

Calgary
Alberta

Surrey
British Columbia

Developer Contacts
Eastern Newfoundland Home
Builders’ Association

Prince Edward Island Home
Builders’ Association

CHBA - Central Nova

Greater Saint John Home
Builders’ Association

76

Mr. Barry Braitman MCIP

Urban Planning Division
Community Services Department
City of Regina, P.O. Box 1790
Regina, SK S4P 3C8

Tel: (306)777-7531 Fax: (306)777-6823

Mr. Henry Van Aken

Planning and Building Department

City of Calgary, P.O. Box 2100, Station M
Calgary, AB T2P 2M5

Tel: (403)268-2297 Fax: (403)268-1997

Mr. Terry Hoff

Supervisor, Presentation Services
Planning and Development Department
City of Surrey, 14245-56th Avenue
Surrey, BC V3X 3A2

Tel: (604)591-4167 Fax: (604)591-2507

Ms. Rosemarie Woods

Executive Officer

Eastern Newfoundland Home Builders” Association
718 Water Street

St. John’s, NF A1E 1C1

Tel: (709)753-2000 Fax: (709)753-7469

Mr. Doug McNeil

Executive Officer

Prince Edward Island Home Builders’ Association
P.O. Box 129

Charlottetown, PE C1A 7K2

Tel: (902)569-5597 Fax: (902)569-5945

Ms. Ann Janega

Executive Officer

CHBA - Central Nova

1405 Bedford Highway

Bedford, NS B4A 3C5

Tel: (902)835-5600 Fax: (902)835-9908

Ms. Shelley Gauthier

Executive Officer

Greater Saint John Home Builders’ Association
P.O. Box 2581

Saint John, NB E2L 4S8

Tel: (506)648-9489 Fax: (506)648-1375
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Canada Mortgage and Housing

Corporation — Laval Field Office

Greater Toronto Home Builders’
Association

Manitoba Home Builders’
Association

Regina Home Builders’
Association

Calgary Home Builders’
Association

Greater Vancouver Home
Builders’ Association

Mr. Frangois Blouin -
Director
CHMC - Laval Field Office
Tel: (514)967-3705 Fax: (514)967-3741

Mr. Stephen Dupuis

Executive Officer

Greater Toronto Home Builders” Association
20 Upjohn Road

North York, ON M3B 2V9

Tel: (416)391-3445 Fax: (416)391-2118

Mr. Ron Hambly

Executive Officer

Manitoba Home Builders’ Association
1420 Clarence Avenue, Unit 1
Winnipeg, MB R3T 1T6

Tel: (204)925-2560 Fax: (204)925-2567

Ms. Alice Russell

Executive Officer

Regina Home Builders* Association
100-1801 MacKay Street

Regina, SK 54N 6E7

Tel: (306)569-2424 Fax: (306)569-9144

Ms. Donna Moore

Executive Officer

Calgary Home Builders Association
3016-5" Avenue N.E., Suite 100
Calgary, AB T2A 6K4

Tel: (403)235-1911 Fax: (403)248-1272

Mr. Peter Simpson

Executive Officer

Greater Vancouver Home Builders’ Association
12414-82™ Avenue, Suite 116

Surrey, BC V3W 3E9

Tel: (604)590-5256 Fax: (604)520-6959
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

ICURR Research Reports in Print — 2000

Unless otherwise noted, French versions are available for all reports listed below.

Local Government Reorganization in Canada Since 1975, by
Andrew Sancton. 44 pp., 1991. C$12.50

The Depopulation of Canadian Communities, 1981-1986, by
Claude Marchand and Janine Charland. 89 pp., 1991.
C$12.50

The Delegation of Planning Responsibilities in Canada, by
Terry Ann Romanelli and Claude Marchand. 113 pp., 1991
C$12.50

Successful Local Economic Development Initiatives, by
Dennis Young and Janine Charland. 53 pp., 1992. C$12.50.
English only.

Sustainable Urban Development in Canada: From Concept
to Practice, by Virginia Maclaren. Three volumes: Volume I
— Summary Report (40 pp.); Volume II — Annotated
Bibliography (24 pp.); Volume III - Compendium of
Initiatives (275 pp.), 1992. C$35.00

The Rural-Urban Fringe: A Review of Patterns and
Development Costs, by Janine Charland and Claude
Marchand. 52 pp., 1992. C$12.50

Canada’s 'Aging Rural Population: The Role and Response
of Local Government, by Gerald Hodge. 43 pp., 1993.
C$12.50 '

Municipal Consolidation in Canada and Its Alternatives, by
Allan O’Brien. 119 pp., 1993. C$20.00

Directory of Organizations Engaged in Urban and Regional
Research in Canada, by Engin Isin. 114 pp., 1993. C$12.50
The Land Use Implications of Alternative Municipal
Financial Tools: A Discussion Paper, by Enid Slack. 60 pp.,
1993. C$12.50

Environmental Policy Review of 15 Canadian Municipalities,
by Paule Ouellet. Two volumes: Volume 1 - Summary Report
(68 pp., bibliography); Volume 2 — Appendices (207 pp.),
1993. C$25.00

Population Distribution and the Management of Urban
Growth in Six Selected Urban Regions in Canada, by
Christopher R. Bryant and Daniel Lemire. 193 pp., 1993
C$20.00

Development Charges in Canadian Municipalities: An
Analysis, by Enid Slack. 59 pp., 19%4. C$15.00

Ecosystem Planning for Canadian Urban Regions, by Ray
Tomalty, Robert Gibson, Donald Alexander and John Fisher.
183 pp., 1994. C$25.00

The Role of Canadian Municipalities in Economic
Development, by Michael Skelly. 141 pp., 1995. C$25.00
The Impact of Aboriginal Land Claims and Self-
Government on Canadian Municipalities: The Local
Government Perspective, by Theresa Dust. 59 pp., 1995.
C$25.00

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

Developing Indicators of Urban Sustainability:

A Focus on the Canadian Experience, by Virginia Maclaren
with the assistance of Sonia Labatt, Jennifer McKay and
Michael Van de Vegte.

149 pp., 1996. C$25.00

Alternative Service Delivery in Canadian Municipalities, by
Michael Skelly. 72 pp., 1996. C$25.00

The Integration of Environmental Assessment and
Municipal Planning, by W.T. Perks, J. Bilkhu and D.A.
Thompson. 115 pp., 1996. C$25.00

The Compact Metropolis: Growth Management and
Intensification in Vancouver, Toronto and Montreal, by Ray
Tomalty. 201 pp., 1997. C$35.00

Canadian Municipal Water Conservation Initiatives, by
D.H. Waller, R.S. Scott, C. Gates and D.B. Moore. 77 pp.,
1997. C$25.00

New Directions in Municipal Services: Competitive
Contracting and Alternative Service Delivery in North
American Municipalities, by Glenna Carr, Jeff Bowden and
Judi Storrer. 57 pp., 1997. C$25.00

Municipal Consolidation in the 1990s: An Analysis of Five
Canadian Municipalities, by Igor Vojnovic. 148 pp., 1997.
C$40.00

The Viability of Canadian Communities: Concepts and
Measurements, by John A. Marshall and David J.A.
Douglas. 86 pp., 1997. C$35.00

Intermunicipal Cooperation: Sharing of Expenditures and
Revenues, by Enid Slack.

33 pp., 1997. C$25.00

Professional Attitudes Toward Alternative Development
Standards, by Steve Pomeroy.

62 pp., 1999. C$25.00. English only.

Review of the Regulatory Environment of Municipal
Capital Borrowing, by David P. Amborski. 69 pp., 1999.
C$25.00

User-Pay Systems for Solid Waste Management in Canadian
Municipalities, by Glenn Munroe, The LURA Group. 62 pp.,
1999. C$25.00

An Examination of Canadian Property Tax Exemptions, by
Jeffrey Patterson. 66 pp., 1999. C$30.00. English only.
Amalgamation vs. Inter-Municipal Cooperation: Financing
Local and Infrastructure Services, by Andrew Sancton,
Rebecca James and Rick Ramsay. 76 pp., 2000. C$30.00
Public Consultation: A Tool for Local Democracy, by Louise
Quesnel. 113 pp., 2000. C$35.00

Regulatory Processes and Timeframes for Residential
Development in Ten Canadian Cities: An Update, by
Hok-Lin Leung. 77 pp., 2000. C$35.00. English only.

To order reports, please use form on reverse.



ICURR Publications — Order Form

Mail Orders:

ICCUR - Intergovernmental Committee
on Urban and Regional Research

Phone Orders:
(416) 973-1326

Fax Orders:

40 Wynford Drive (416) 973-1375
Suite 206 ‘ E-mail Orders:
Toronto, Ontario icurrlib@icurr.org
CANADA
M3C 1]5 Internet Orders:
http:/ /www.icurr.org/english/research.htm
Name
Agency

P.O. Box/Street

7% GST, after postage and handling ha
been calculated. '

Payment for foreign orders should be made
in Canadian funds through international
money order or through credit card.

For orders within the continental USA,
($10.00 should be added for up to two
books plus C$5.00 for each additional book.

For all other countries, C$20.00 should be
added for up to two books plus C$5.00 for
each additional book.

Cheques and money orders should be made
payable to ICURR.

City Province or state
Postal Code Country
Telephone Fax
00 Tenclose payment for the following report(s): _
Quantity | Title Unit Price Amount
Subtotal
Postage & Handling
, GST
Ordering and Payment Total
For Canadian orders, please add C$5.00
per order for postage and handling. If
applicable, Canadian clients should add Method of Payment

{0  Cheque/money order (payable to ICURR)

0 Visa

Card number

HNEEEEEEEEEEEEEN

Expiry date

Name on card

(Please print)

Signature

Date




The Intergovernmental Committee on Urban
and Regional Research (ICURR) was set up in
1967 following a Federal-Provincial Conference
on Housing and Urban Development. The
Committee comprises senior officials from the
federal, provincial and territorial governments of
Canada who meet regularly to oversee ICURR’s
activities — the operation of an information
exchange service and research program. ICURR’s
major objective is to foster communication
between policy-makers across Canada working in
the fields of urban, rural and regional planning,
economic development, public administration
and finance, housing, recreation and tourism,
transportation and the environment. it also seeks
to increase the level of understanding of urban
and regional issues through research and
consultation.

ICURR’s core funding is provided by the
Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation and
by the ministries of municipal affairs of the
provinces and territories. Canada’s municipal
governments also participate in ICURR through
annual membership, as do consultants and
universities.

Intergovernmental Committee on
Urban and Regional Research
40 Wynford Drive, Suite 206
Toronto, Ontario
M3C 1J5

Tel: (416) 973-5629
Fax: (416) 973-1375

Créé en 1967 a la suite d’une conférence
fédérale-provinciale sur  I’habitation et
’aménagement urbain, le Comité
intergouvernemental de recherches urbaines et
régionales (CIRUR) regroupe des représentants
des administrations fédérale, provinciales et
territoriales du Canada qui se réunissent
régulierement pour orienter le champ d’activités
du CIRUR : fa gestion d’un service déchange
de renseignements et d’un programme de
recherche. Le CIRUR a pour objectif principal de
favoriser les communications entre les décideurs
d’un bout a I'autre du Canada travaillant dans
les domaines de Purbanisme, de Paménagement
rural et régional, du développement
économique, des finances et de I'administration
publiques, du logement, des loisirs et du
tourisme, des transports et de I'environnement.
Il a également pour but d’élargir le champ de
connaissance des questions urbaines et
régionales par le biais d’activités de recherche
et de consultation.

Le financement de base du CIRUR provient
de la Société canadienne d’hypothéques et de
logement ainsi que des ministeres des affaires
municipales des provinces et territoires. Les
municipalités canadiennes, de méme que
les experts-conseils et les universités, peuvent
participer aux activités du CIRUR moyennant une
cotisation annuelle.

Comité intergouvernemental de
recherches urbaines et régionales
40 Wynford Drive, bureau 206
Toronto (Ontario)

M3C 1)s

Tél :(416) g73-5629
Télécopieur : (416) 973-1375



