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Background -
Previous County Reports – Planning 
Efficiency and Centralized Planning Model
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PDR- CW- 03-24 Planning Efficiencies Discussion Paper 
(February 2024)

County process change recommendations include, among other 

matters: 

• Limit County comments on site plan control applications, minor 

variance applications, and municipal applications in settlement 

areas where there is no corresponding County application. 

Municipal Process Change Recommendations  

- 7 points 



Background - 
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• June 27, 2024 - PDR- CW- 27-24 Centralized Planning Service Delivery Model 
(Closed report)

• August 8, 2024 – Joint meeting – County and lower-tier Municipal Councils 

• August 9, 2024 – Grey County Planners Meeting 
 - Presentation of the Centralized Planning Model to Municipal Planning Staff

• Sept. 12, 2024 - PDR-CW-52-24 – Investigating a Model for Planning Efficiencies 
and Shared Service Delivery (Open) 

• October 18, 2024 – Feedback deadline 



City staff report – CS-24-085

This report provides an analysis of the County Centralized 

Planning Model by providing: 

• An overview of the planning framework in the Province, County of Grey and City of Owen 

Sound; 

• A description of the City’s integrated Development Team model and current roles of the 

City’s Planning & Heritage Division;

• A description of the recent provincial changes in planning legislation;  

• An analysis by City staff of the benefits of the proposed centralized planning service 

model as identified by the County staff report; and, 

• Feedback on those topics requested by the County, as outlined in Report PDR-CW-52-24. 

4



Overview of the Provincial Land Use 
Planning Framework 
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Ontario Planning Act

The purpose of the Planning Act is to: 

• provide for planning processes that are fair by making them open, accessible, timely and 

efficient; 

• provide for a land use planning system led by provincial policy; 

• integrate matters of provincial interest into provincial and municipal planning decisions by 

requiring that all decisions be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement and 

conform/not conflict with provincial plans; 

• encourage cooperation and coordination among various interests; and,  

• recognize the decision-making authority and accountability of municipal councils in 

planning. 



Overview of the Provincial Land Use 
Planning Framework 
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Provincial Policy Statement (Oct 20 Provincial Planning Statement) 

The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) stresses that a coordinated, integrated, and 

comprehensive approach should be used in dealing with planning matters within 

municipalities across lower, single, and/or upper tiers.  Items noted in the PPS include:

• Managing and promoting growth and economic development strategies;

• Intensification targets;

• Managing natural heritage features;

• Waste management; 

• Natural and man-made hazards like former landfill locations;

• Archaeological resource identification; and, 

• Housing needs in accordance with provincial housing policies, including those that address 

homelessness.  



Overview of the Provincial Land Use 
Planning Framework 
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County of Grey (Ontario 

Regulation 518/98)

• Acts in the place of the Province

• Previously provided land use planning 

services for many lower tiers 

• City rejoined in 2001 – retained all 

land use planning authorities including 

subdivision/condo approval 

Figure 1: Summary of Upper-tier and Lower-tier Approval Authority in Grey 

County (Source: County of Grey)



City Development Team Approach to 

Planning Act Applications
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• In 2016, the City created a “Development Team” 

model of service delivery.  

• The City’s Development Team is responsible for 

coordinating planning, building and growth-

related engineering approvals in a team by 

providing integrated service to improve the 

customer service experience as well as efficiency 

and coordination.



Current Roles and Responsibilities of the 
Planning & Heritage Division 

9



Current Roles and Responsibilities of the 
Planning & Heritage Division 
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Proposed Centralized County Planning 
Service Model 
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• “an effort to explore potential opportunities to enhance and improve the efficiency of 

planning services being provided by the County and member municipalities”. 

• 4 Hubs 

1) Northwest hub – serving Georgian Bluffs and Owen Sound; 

2) Northeast hub – serving Meaford and the Blue Mountains; 

3) Southwest hub – serving Chatsworth, Hanover, and West Grey; and, 

4) Southeast hub – serving Grey Highlands and Southgate. 

• Planning Authority – City Council 



Legislative Authority and Recent 
Amendments 
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Provincial Housing Affordability Task Force 

• 55 recommendations to the Province 

• Bill 23 – the More Homes Built Faster Act 

“Speeding up Municipal Processes

In some areas with upper and lower-tier municipalities (for example, the City of 

Mississauga, which is part of the Region of Peel), both levels of government 

have input into development approvals.  We’re proposing to focus responsibility 

for land use policies and approvals in the local, lower-tier municipality.  

This would give the public more influence over decisions, clarify 

responsibilities and improve efficiency.”



Review of Anticipated Benefits 
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• Staff recruitment and Attraction 

• Resiliency to Short-term Staffing Changes and Potential Cost Savings

• Reducing Duplication 

• Ability to Provide Specialized Skill Sets 

• Knowledge Sharing, Training and Problem Solving 

• Consistency in Process and Application of Policy  



Requested Feedback – Report PDR-CW-
52-24 
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• Service delivery and customer service 

• In-person office hours and location of staff

• Impact on other departments and staff

• Questions on the development application process and reporting to municipal councils 

and committees

• Financial, IT (software), legal or human resources matters 

• Municipal record keeping 

• Municipal agreements 

• Timelines or transition considerations 

• Communications and reporting between County and municipal staff 

• Future memorandum of understanding considerations 

• Any other feedback or questions 



Requested Feedback – Report PDR-CW-
52-24 
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Service delivery and customer 

service 

- Planning Ecologist role

- FTE comparison  

Proposed County Model Current City Model 

Director – shared over entire County 

(assuming the County director has a 

significant workload and will not add 

significant support for each planning hub)

Director of Community Services

(spends 40% time on Planning and 

Development) (0.4 FTE) 

Deputy 

Director/Manager of 

Development (shared 

with all 9 

municipalities) (0.111 

FTE) 

Manager of Policy 

(shared with all 9 

municipalities) 

(0.111 FTE) 

Manager of Planning & Heritage 

1.0 FTE

Senior Planner 

(shared with Georgian 

Bluffs) (0.5 FTE)

Senior Policy 

Planner (shared 

with all 9 

municipalities)

(0.111 FTE) 

Senior Planner

1.0 FTE 

Intermediate Planner 

(shared with Georgian 

Bluffs)

(0.5 FTE) 

Policy Planner 

(shared with all 9 

municipalities)

(0.111 FTE)

Junior Planner 

(1.0 FTE) 

Planner/Planning 

Technician (shared 

with Georgian Bluffs)

(0.5 FTE) 

Development Coordinator 

(0.3 FTE) 

Planning Ecologist 

(shared with 5 of the 

9 municipalities)

(0.2 FTE)

Planning Ecologist (shared with 5 of the 

9 municipalities) 

(0.2 FTE) 

Floater (shared with 

Georgian Bluffs, or 

could be assigned to 

an entirely different 

hub, based on 

workload)

(0.5 FTE)

Deputy Clerk/Secretary Treasurer of the 

Committee of Adjustment 

(0.5 FTE) 

2.311 FTE 0.333 FTE 4.2 FTE

Total County Model - 2.644 FTE Total Current City Model - 4.2 FTE



Requested Feedback – Report PDR-CW-
52-24 
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Impact on other municipal departments and staff 

- Current integrated service delivery model 

- Considerations for “planning adjacent work”



Requested Feedback – Report PDR-CW-
52-24 
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Questions on the development 

application process and 

reporting to municipal councils 

and committees

- Site plan approval 

- Heritage Planning 



Requested Feedback – Report PDR-CW-
52-24 
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• Financial, IT (software), legal or human resources matters 



Requested Feedback – Report PDR-CW-
52-24 
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Other Feedback or Questions 

- Understanding and Representing the Public Good

- Provincial Direction on land use planning – best done at local level

- Separation of Policy Planning from Development Planning

- Conflicts for staff 

- Accountability 

- Employee Satisfaction 

- Approval Timelines 

- Director Support 

- Previous County Model & Phasing 

- Financial  



Recommendation 
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THAT in consideration of Staff Report CS-24-073, respecting comments on the County of 

Grey’s proposed centralized planning service model, City Council: 

1. Directs Staff to provide a copy of this report, together with Schedule ‘A’ – Summary of 

Issues/Matters to be addressed by the County and City Council’s resolution on the 

matter, to Grey County Planning Staff, the County Clerk, the County’s Deputy CAO and 

CAO; 

2. Request that the County implement the direction provided by County Council in 

considering report PDR-CW-03-24 Planning Efficiencies Report and stop commenting on 

development applications within Primary Settlement Areas, including Owen Sound, to 

reduce duplication in the planning process unless there is a matter of particular 

relevance to the County. 

3. Request the County develop a Centralized Planning Service Model that excludes Owen 

Sound; 



Recommendation 
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4. Requests that the County consider a hybrid, phased approach to this model that would 

start with lower tiers that would benefit from the model, especially for municipalities with 

sole practitioner planners or consultants, with opportunity for monitoring, feedback 

and evaluation;

5. Requests that the County, together with the City, consult with the Province on the 

proposed centralized planning services model prior to implementation and share any 

comments and/or feedback that may be received through this consultation with member 

municipalities; and

6. Requests that the County undertake an analysis of the Planning Ecology role examining 

implementation compared to financial performance, the volume of applications and 

offsetting fees and how the model is being received and implemented, and other 

matters considered relevant by County staff.
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