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May 6, 2025 
 
From: 
West End Home Builders’ Association 
1112 Rymal Road East 
Hamilton, Ontario L8W 3N7 

To: 
Town of Grimsby Official Plan Review Staff 
Town of Grimsby, 160 Livingston Ave.          
Grimsby, ON L3M 0J5

 
WE HBA Letter: Envision Grimsby: Draft Town of Grimsby Official Plan 
 
The West End Home Builders’ Association (“WE HBA”) is the voice of the land development, new 
housing and professional renovation industries in Hamilton, Burlington, and Grimsby. WE HBA 
represents 300 member companies made up of all disciplines involved in land development and 
residential construction. In the Hamilton CMA (which includes the Town of Grimsby) in 2024, 
residential construction contributed over $4.6 billion in investment value and provided over 21,000 jobs 
paying about $1.6 billion in wages1.  
 
WE HBA and our members appreciate the opportunity to provide feedback on revisions included in the 
most recent Draft of the Envision Grimsby, Town of Grimsby Official Plan (“OP”). Over the past two 
years, WE HBA has been pleased to participate in the extensive public consultation opportunities 
provided by the Town, including the three Town Talks, the May 2024 Greater Downtown Planning & 
Design Charrette, and the June 2024 Public Information Centre. WE HBA and our partners at the 
Niagara Home Builders’ Association (“NHBA”) previously submitted comments at the conclusion of the 
Policy Direction process, which summarized our positions on the policy objectives provided. Further 
those comments, we had the opportunity to meet with Planning staff in January 2026 and formalized 
our comments in a letter to staff in February 2026.  
 
We appreciate the Town providing the latest draft in a redlined format. This has made the 
extraordinarily detailed task of review more manageable. Upon review of the latest revisions, WE HBA 
acknowledges the steps taken to enhance the OP’s organization, clarity, and to reduce its overall 
length. Despite these efforts, WE HBA and its members remain concerned that the document is still 
length and overly prescriptive. Through Bill 60 and ERO 025-1099, the province has emphasized the 
importance of simplifying and standardizing official plans to make them more concise, consistent, and 
easier to interpret, while also promoting more permissive land use policies. Municipal planning 
frameworks are expected to align with this direction. While the revised OP represents meaningful 
progress, additional work is needed to further streamline its content, expand permissions, and support 
municipalities in meeting their housing targets. The comments below outline specific areas where 
further refinements would help advance these objectives and contribute to a planning framework that 
better supports Ontario’s economic and social priorities. 
 
In Section 2.4.1 5) the Town encourages the development of affordable housing and targets at least 

20% all new rental housing to be affordable along with and at least 10% of new ownership housing. WE 

HBA supports a full range of housing options and opportunities on the housing continuum. We note 

that generally for the private sector to deliver below market, affordable housing that the Town of 

Grimsby will likely have to engage in partnership programs to reduce the cost of producing new below 

 
1 CHBA Economic Impacts 2024 Fact Sheet, Hamilton CMA. 
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market affordable housing units, which would encompass streamlined approvals, tax reductions and 

waivers of fees and other charges. There would also be an important role for the provincial and federal 

governments. Planning policy through the Official Plan alone will not deliver affordability without fiscal 

tools and support.  

 

With regards to section 2.4.6 which states that all development shall avoid the isolation of cultural 

heritage resources assets from their surrounding context. WE HBA suggests the word “avoid” be 

removed and replaced with “mitigate against”. 

 

Also, in section 2.4.7 4), WE HBA suggests the word “shall” be removed and replaced with “should” in 

the sentence “Building massing and architecture shall accentuate the built heritage resources buildings 

throughout Grimsby”. 

3.2.1 - 9) States that the greatest variety of residential building forms and sizes should exist in the 

Downtown. The Downtown shall permit a mix of low- to mid-rise development subject to the policies of 

Section 5 and Schedules C and C3. WE HBA suggests that the Town permit an exemption for enclosed 

above-grade parking structures, such as excluding up to two storeys from height calculations. Given 

current and foreseeable economic conditions, underground parking is becoming increasingly unviable, 

while above-grade podium parking can be approximately 33–66% less expensive to construct. 

Providing this flexibility would better support the feasibility of low- to mid-rise residential development 

envisioned for the Downtown. 

 

With regards to section 3.2.5, WE HBA suggests that pockets of medium density are appropriate and 

can be context sensitive. The Town of Grimsby is built out. WE HBA notes that the Provincial Planning 

Statement, 2024, which came into effect on October 20, 2024, fundamentally shifts Ontario’s land-use 

planning to prioritize intensification within built-up areas. The PPS promotes a range of housing types 
within existing neighbourhoods, including laneway housing, garden suites, rooming houses, and multi-

unit residential forms. WE HBA sees opportunities for greyfield infill in and around neighbourhoods and 

for density transition zones along neighbourhood edges. While existing neighbourhoods will not be the 

focus for future growth, the Official Plan must recognize that these areas are not static and will 

continue to evolve in the future through missing middle and gentle density.  

4.1.9 and 4.1.14 We appreciate the removal of the excessive 30 m distance requirement. However, we 
are concerned that replacing it with the phrase “in the vicinity” introduces ambiguity and may lead to 
inconsistent interpretation and uncertainty. A fixed 30 m threshold was overly broad for triggering a 
Heritage Impact Study in relation to a protected heritage property or Heritage Conservation District. At 
that distance, developments could be several properties removed, where there is limited potential for 
meaningful impact and, therefore, limited justification for requiring such a study. WE HBA recommends 
establishing a more precise and context-sensitive definition to ensure clarity, consistency, and 
proportionality in applying this requirement. 

WE HBA has concerns with section 4.3 – 8), the proposed policy requiring applicants to submit 

vibration studies and permitting the Town to require peer review at the applicant’s expense for 
development within 75 metres of a railway right-of-way. While WE HBA recognizes the importance of 

https://www.ontario.ca/page/provincial-planning-statement-2024
https://www.ontario.ca/page/provincial-planning-statement-2024
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ensuring compatibility and mitigating potential impacts from rail operations, this approach appears 

inconsistent with the Province’s direction under the Protect Ontario by Building Faster and Smarter Act, 

2025 and its associated regulations. These regulations establish that technical studies prepared and 

stamped by licensed professional engineers must be accepted for the purposes of determining a 
complete application, without requiring additional review or revisions at that stage. Although the 

legislation does not prohibit peer review in all circumstances, it clearly limits the ability of 

municipalities to rely on such processes to delay or complicate the acceptance of applications. By 

introducing a blanket requirement for potential peer review, the policy risks undermining the intent of 

the provincial framework, creating uncertainty, additional costs, and delays for applicants, and 

potentially discouraging much-needed residential development. WE HBA therefore recommends that 
the Town revise this policy to align with provincial requirements by recognizing the authority of 

professional engineering submissions at the complete-application stage and limiting peer review to 

clearly justified circumstances beyond application completeness. 

Section 5.3.3 - 3) indicates that mid-rise building heights should generally not exceed the width of the 

adjacent right-of-way that the building fronts onto. WE HBA recommends that setbacks and urban 
design should permit and allow for mid-rise to exceed street widths.  

In section 5.3.4 - 7) the Town establishes that a maximum tower floorplate of 800 square metres shall 

apply to residential development above six storeys to limit the impacts of building massing. WE HBA 
strongly recommends that the tower floor plate maximum be set at 900 square meters. Larger 

residential tower floorplates are generally more efficient because they reduce the proportion of space 

consumed by non-revenue generating elements such as elevators, stairwells, and corridors, improving 
the overall net-to-gross (or “efficiency”) ratio. Research consistently shows that core and circulation 

space can account for roughly 15–30% of a floorplate, meaning that smaller plates disproportionately 

allocate area to these fixed service functions rather than livable space. As floorplates increase in size 
and become more compact in form, buildings benefit from improved wall-to-floor ratios and reduced 

circulation redundancy, which directly enhances usable area and economic performance. Larger 

floorplates also allow for more flexible and functional unit layouts, enabling wider suites, better daylight 
penetration, and more efficient stacking. This supports more livable and marketable housing 

outcomes. In contrast, overly constrained floorplates force inefficient layouts with excessive corridor 
space and limited design flexibility, ultimately reducing both livability and project viability. 

WE HBA is concerned that four storey maximum laid out in section 5.4.3 – 4) is too restrictive and that 

the Town of Grimsby continue with the original allocation of six storeys. Within the TOD Village on 
Schedule C4 – Protected Major Transit Station Character Areas, development shall range from a 

minimum of two storeys to a maximum height of four storeys, with lands south of the QEW primarily 

low-rise and opportunities for mid-rise development along Casablanca Boulevard and Livingston 
Avenue.) 

In section 5.7.3. “Hamlet Mixed Use Area - Permitted Uses”, WE HBA recommends adding back that 

“Both stand-alone and co-located uses may be developed on the same lot. Residential uses may also 

be incorporated within the same building as small-scale commercial, industrial, or community uses.” as 

it promotes flexibility and future proofs our communities against a rapidly changing world and local 

economy. 
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WE HBA remains concerned that 5.1.2 may conflict with O. Reg. 299/19, which does not require that 
ARUs be clearly subordinate to the principal dwelling, or that they shall remain under the same 
ownership as a principal dwelling. In practice, there is little difference between ARUs and multiplexes, 
and requiring these units to be “subordinate” limits options for gentle intensification, which has 
increasingly become an option across the province for multigeneration living and increasing rental 
supply. 
 
WE HBA remains concerned that in 5.5, language related to “protect and enhance the character of 

existing residential areas while accommodating growth and change in a way that is compatible with 

surrounding uses”. This language is frequently used to shut-down opportunities for appropriate gentle 

intensification.  
 

WE HABA remains concerned that 5.9.11 should be strengthened to allow for further opportunities for 
the co-location of housing and community facilities, beyond options that directly support the primary 
community facility, based on their suitability and compatibility. This presents a prudent use of land and 
the opportunity to leverage town-owned land for housing. 
 
We have concerns that 5.10.1.8.e Table 1 states that parkettes are only to be accepted as parkland 
dedication if the create connections, and not as small, isolated parcels. We continue to question this 
reasoning as small parkettes can serve as a valid, standalone park use. Moreover, we have concerns 
that the most recent revisions increase the parkette size to less than 0.5 hectares, with a target of 0.25 
hectares which is an increase from the 0.1 hectares required in the previous version of the draft OP. 
WE HBA notes that the Province’s direction through both Bill 23 (More Homes Built Faster Act, 2022) 
and Bill 98 (Building Homes and Improving Transportation Infrastructure Act, 2026) reflects a clear 
policy shift toward flexibility, efficiency, and practicality in parkland delivery, rather than rigid or overly 
prescriptive municipal standards. Bill 23 introduced a framework allowing landowners to identify and 
convey parkland, including encumbered lands and privately owned publicly accessible spaces (POPS). 
Bill 98 builds on this by advancing implementation and standardizing parkland requirements, with an 
explicit objective of reducing barriers, increasing efficiency, and enabling more practical parkland 
solutions in urban environments. Importantly, the legislation emphasizes that parkland should be 
evaluated based on its functionality and contribution to the public realm, not solely on size, 
configuration, or whether it forms part of a larger network. In this context, smaller parkettes can 
represent appropriate and valuable forms of parkland, particularly in compact urban settings by 
providing accessible, usable open space that contributes meaningfully to livability, even where they are 
not directly connected to a broader park system. 
 
5.10.2 WE HBA appreciates that POPs will count towards parkland dedication. We continue to request 
further clarification on whether they will count on a 1 to 1 basis with fee simple land dedication. 
 
WE HBA remains concerned that in 5.10.3.25, the requirements for POPs may be overly strict and 
difficult to maintain, such as requiring public access at all times, and requiring they be delivered within 
early phases of development. The requirements may be too granular; flexibility should be provided for 
options that don’t strictly fall within the requirements. A potential solution is enabling POPs through the 
OP but providing policy direction elsewhere, thus reducing the need for an OPA to modify the 
requirements where appropriate. WE HBA respectfully requests Town of Grimsby planning staff to refer 
to our previous comments regarding parkland flexibility that we made in previous recommendations 
related to Bill 23 and Bill 98. 
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The draft contrasts with the current OP which provides for the waiving of CIL in the Downtown Area; 
WE HBA proposes that this continues to be maintained. 

5.10.1 - 2) WE HBA has concerns that achieving the goal of providing all Grimsby residents within the 

Urban Settlement Boundary access to parkland located within a 400-800-metre walking buffer of a 
Neighbourhood Park. As such, we ask that the Town consider revising this policy to recognize the 

practical limitations of achieving universal parkland access within the identified growth areas, 

particularly the GO Transit Secondary Plan Area, Downtown, and Hospital District. In these areas, 
opportunities for new parkland acquisition are extremely constrained. Notably, the GO Transit 

Secondary Plan does not currently identify a neighbourhood park, likely due to the significant impact 
such a designation would have on development potential, potentially reducing developable land area by 

approximately 25–30%. Limited land availability also exists within the Downtown and the Hospital 

District. Clarification should also be provided as to whether the 400–800 metre walking buffer is 

intended to represent straight-line (“as the crow flies”) distance or actual pedestrian travel distance, as 

this distinction materially affects policy implementation and achievable coverage.  

WE HBA appreciates what the Town is trying to achieve in section 5.10. 1 “Parkland Classifications” 
however the original lower 0.25 hectares for Urban Squares and 0.1 hectares for Parkettes are more 
appropriate 
 
WE HBA remains concerned with the language in 5.2.1 regarding Views, Prominent Sites, Landmarks, 
and Gateways is extremely restrictive. The use of the word “shall” in the requirements, will result in 
severe impediments on development. High-rise buildings, especially in the Casablanca PMTSA, will 
likely result in prominent views being affected; therefore, this policy is incompatible with the Town’s 
intensification objectives. WE HBA strongly encourages the language to be modified to consider 
“should” requirements.  
 
5.3.1 3) states that “the Town should encourage climate resilient and energy efficient buildings that…”. 
WE HBA respectfully requests further information on how this may be encouraged considering 
provincial direction preventing municipalities from implementing green development standards. WE 
HBA repeats our previous notation that, Ontario's Bill 98, the Building Homes and Improving 
Transportation Infrastructure Act, 2026, which was introduced on April 1, 2026, proposes to limit 
municipal authority to set "green" or enhanced development standards. 
 
WE HBA appreciates that the Town has adjusted 6.2.1.4 to allow for three stories as the development 
of townhomes are frequently 3 storeys to accommodate necessary levels of density on compact 
parcels of land. This adjustment is a substantial improvement to support gentle density, livability and 
housing options. 
 
We remain concerned that angular plane requirements within 5.3.3 are a major impediment on the 
delivery of affordable, sustainable, and economically viable development. The angular plane 
requirements should be removed in favour of a single stepback above a certain height or through 
podium design. The proposed use of angular plane requirements introduces an overly rigid built-form 
control that does not reflect the realities of contemporary mid- and high-rise design. While intended to 
manage transition, angular planes can significantly constrain building massing, reduce design 
flexibility, and ultimately limit achievable density. This often results in inefficient floorplates, 
compromised unit layouts, and higher construction costs without a clear corresponding public benefit. 
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WE HBA thanks the city for addressing our concerns in 6.2.2.4 (now 5.3.2.5) to accommodate common 
3 storey narrow walk-up type units, However, WE HBA would prefer it read “Garage doors should not 
dominate the front façade to allow surveillance of the street”. “Should” allows for flexibility than the 
current “shall”. 
 
WE HBA continues to seek clarification on section 5.4.3 14) which lists several studies, including a 
“privacy assessment”. It is unclear what is meant by this, what consultant would be qualified to 
produce such an assessment, and what would be included in a Terms of Reference.  
 
WE HBA remains concerned with section 5.4.3 that bases a 28-storey height limit on the Niagara 
Escarpment. Hamilton’s 30-storey height limit, also based on the Niagara Escarpment has faced many 
challenges. Recent decisions of the Ontario Land Tribunal have made it clear that the Niagara 
Escarpment, while an important natural feature, does not in itself justify the imposition of fixed height 
caps tied to its elevation. The Tribunal has consistently found that built form and height must be 
evaluated on a site-specific basis, using established planning tools such as urban design, transition, 
and shadow impacts, rather than through arbitrary geographic benchmarks that can unnecessarily 
constrain intensification. The 28-storey height limit should be reconsidered. 
 
WE HBA remains concerned with 7.2.2 22 a. suggests that the Region can acquire land for free as a 
condition of the approval of a development application, outside of the local planning process. Further 
clarification is needed on the intent of this policy. 
 
With regards to section 7.1.6 - 4) “Changes to the limit or classification of individual features of the 
natural environment system must be determined through the appropriate study as determined by the 
Town,” WE HBA respectfully disagrees as it is the Province rather than the Town who is tasked with 
determining what studies are appropriate.  

WE HBA recommends keeping with the original 15 metre requirement and not the newly included 30 

metres in section 6.6.2 - 4).  

WE HBA notes that there are inherent and real trade-offs through increasing levels of intensification as 

a public policy objective. Higher levels of intensification will result in increased levels of non-permeable 

surface. WE HBA respects the objective outlined in section 7.1.1 21 b) to protect the quality and 
quantity of water; however, we are concerned that matching pre and post development is unrealistic.  

7.2.1.11 is appreciated in that the minimum number of electric vehicle charging stations/outlets to be 
provided should be based on anticipated market demand. We request further clarification on what is 
expected for developments to “be designed to readily increase the number of charging stations/outlets 
as demands anticipated to increase”. WE HBA remains concerned that this may imply that electrical 
supply should be oversized through on- and off-site infrastructure, necessitating greatly increased 
costs for developers and potential conflict with Grimsby Power. 

Section 7.2.3 27) indicates that the Town will ensure that adequate public and/or private parking 

facilities are provided for all new development including parking necessary to meet accessibility 

standards. Shared parking facilities in the Downtown are encouraged, where feasible. WE HBA 

suggests that incentivizing shared parking facilities would offer a creative solution to downtown 

parking constraints.  



 

7 
 

WE HBA notes that while the Town may be incorporating and Air Drainage Study and a Viewshed 

Impact Assessment into the OP, the province is currently consulting on regulations that would 

determine what studies municipalities can request and there is uncertainty whether these studies will 

be permitted when they conclude their consultation.  

WE HBA notes that the draft OP now includes a provision that “applications to amend the Plan that 

have not received a decision by Council within two years of the date of being determined complete 

shall require an annual maintenance fee to continue the application. Such fee shall be set by Council. 

Failure to pay the maintenance fee shall deem the application abandoned by the applicant. 

Notwithstanding the above policies, every application that has had no activity or correspondence 

beyond the maintenance fee shall be deemed abandoned after five years from the date of being 

deemed complete.” WE HBA has concerns with the policy that Official Plan Amendment applications 

would essentially be abandoned after 5-years should there be no activity other than paying the 

maintenance fee. We suggest that the Town has an obligation to make a decision/recommendation on 

the file once it reaches that 5-year mark rather than abandoning it without any Committee meeting. 

 

The draft OP provides that the “Town may choose to use the system in a specific area, District or 

properties throughout the Town or choose to enact a by-law to place the entire Town under the 

Community Planning Permit System, without requiring an amendment to this Plan.” WE HBA would 

expect appropriate consolation for any CPPS. 

 

With regards to the new section on Block Plan, the section labelled Monitoring (10.16.2) indicates the 

town will develop a series of indicators to measure their performance. WE HBA requests clarity on 

when the indicators will be available, how frequently can reporting be expected and where the reports 

will be available. 

 
WE HBA remains concerned that limiting severances as in 9.1.5. is inappropriate and an unnecessary 
burden to the delivery of new housing. A firm limit for severances does not account for local, site-
specific situations where a severance may be the appropriate tool. Additionally, three is extremely low, 
if a limit is to be considered. 

The inclusionary zoning (IZ), as referenced in Section 9.3.5 of the draft Official Plan, is a complex and 
market-sensitive tool that carries significant risk. While often framed as a way to deliver affordable 
housing without public funding, IZ relies on cross-subsidization from market units, meaning the costs 
are ultimately borne by new homebuyers, renters, and the broader housing supply pipeline. Without 
meaningful offsets, this approach can undermine project feasibility and further constrain already 
limited housing supply. 

This outcome is particularly inequitable, as it shifts the burden onto first-time buyers, renters, and 
others already struggling with housing costs. WE HBA maintains that policies which increase the cost 
of market housing do not solve the affordability crisis but rather redistribute it.  

We also note that the Province recently made regulatory amendments under 26-MMAH001 that placed 

a “pause” on the municipal authority to move forward with inclusionary zoning. WE HBA supports the 
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Province’s goal of increasing housing supply as the only sustainable path to improving affordability. In 

light of the Province’s recent pause on municipal IZ authority, we reiterate that the concern is not 

simply one of timing but that the tool itself is fundamentally flawed and should be approached with 

extreme caution. 
 

WE HBA appreciates the opportunity to work with the Town to advance an OP that is housing-focused, 

streamlined, and outcome-oriented. We look forward to continued engagement and strong partnership. 

WE HBA would be pleased to meet directly with the Town of Grimsby planning staff to discuss any 

elements of our submission in more detail 
 
Sincerely, 

  
Mike Collins-Williams, MCIP, RPP 
Chief Executive Officer 
West End Home Builders’ Association 
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