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1. Executive Summary

The City of Thunder Bay's Housing Land Needs Study and
Strategy (“the Study”) aims to ensure that the City has an
adequate supply of housing of all types needed to meet
demand for the next 20 years.

The Study forecasts future population growth and trends,
identifies the existing and future projected housing supply
and demand in the city by type, analyzes opportunities and
limitations in the designated land supply. These components
are built on first-hand knowledge of residents and housing
providers in Thunder Bay through stakeholder workshops and
online engagement of all Thunder Bay residents.

The report shows that Thunder Bay’s population has been
relatively stable in recent years. The city's 2021 census
population was 108,843, a modest 0.9% growth rate from the
previous census. However, the City has been seeing a growing
number of international students and new immigrants and
continues to serve as a hub for many neighbouring Indigenous
communities.

Thunder Bay has a particular need for affordable housing of
all kinds. The District of Thunder Bay Social Services
Administration Board’s social housing waitlist has now grown
to more than 1,200 people. Affordable market housing is also
needed. Over the last 30 years, house prices in Thunder Bay
have increased 152%, while household incomes have only
increased 54%. As of 2021, 50 percent of households in
Thunder Bay would not have been able to purchase an
average-priced home at a cost affordable to their income (i.e.
without spending more than 30% of their income on housing).
In that same year, more than 30% of all renters in Thunder Bay
spent more than 30% of their income on housing.

There is also a need to replace dwelling units that are no
longer suitable. In the City of Thunder Bay, 39% of occupied
private dwellings were built prior to 1961, making it a city with
some of the oldest housing stock in Canada. The City loses an
average of 22 units per year due to fires, demolitions, and
other reasons.

To ensure that everyone has a place to live, Thunder Bay must
immediately increase the rate of housing construction to
meet the existing housing shortfall and future growth
projections. From 2016 to 2023, Thunder Bay saw an average
of 190 housing units built per year.

In 2023, the Ontario government assigned the City of Thunder
Bay a housing target of 2,200 new homes by the year 2031.
This would require the construction of 220 housing units per
year over the ten-year period between 2021 and 2031, a 16%
increase from the current average annual number of units
built. However, under the high-growth population scenario in
this report, Thunder Bay will need to have an even greater
number of units built each year to meet housing demand.
That scenario identifies that Thunder Bay needs to construct
8,825 new housing units between the years 2021 and 2045,
an average of 353 units per year.

A major component of this study involved an analysis of
Thunder Bay’s existing land supply to see if it could
accommodate the projected future housing needs. The study
found that there is sufficient land available to meet the
housing needs in all growth scenarios through a combination
of development on vacant and underutilized land,
intensification of existing urban low-density housing areas,
and the development of some areas currently zoned for
future development (the study identifies ten future
development sites that are best suited to meet the City’s
needs for various densities of housing). Because these areas
are sufficient to meet the identified housing need, the study
recommends that at this time, urban expansion into the City’s
Growth Area is not required.

The report closes with specific recommendations to achieve
the project goals of improving housing affordability, reducing
barriers to development, and addressing the gaps in the
existing housing supply.



Recommended changes to Thunder Bay’s Official Plan policies
and zoning regulations include focusing on sustainable growth
by taking advantage of existing infrastructure and servicing;
preparing secondary plans for future growth areas; reforming
zoning around residential development on commercial sites;
reducing minimum parking space requirements; and
providing clearer rules for tiny homes and other alternative

forms of housing.

Recommendations related to supporting affordable housing
include hiring an affordable housing navigator, developing an
affordable housing Community Improvement Plan (CIP); and
creating an arms-length development corporation for the
development of affordable housing.

The City can incentivize the creation of affordable housing and
housing in general by updating the Strategic Core Areas CIP to
promote housing growth in the core areas; incentivizing
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs); and providing financial
support for housing repair or renovations.

Lastly, there are other strategies that will help the City of
Thunder Bay to prepare for growth and change over the
coming decades, including continuing to implement an e-
permitting system; addressing student housing needs;
furthering a vacant industrial land assessment and conversion
program of industrial land to residential; piloting a tiny home
pocket community; and supporting the preparation of a city-
wide archaeological management plan so that provincial
policies related to archaeological assessments do not deter
development.

Every city across the country is dealing with challenges related
to housing supply and affordability. The provision of housing
requires all levels of government, social service providers, and
private housing developers to work together. While no city
can address this need alone, it is the goal of this study to serve
as a roadmap for all housing partners to prepare Thunder Bay
to meet the future housing demands of all residents—both
now and in the years to come.
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2. Project Background

The City of Thunder Bay

Thunder Bay, situated on the north shore of Lake Superior,
is the most populous municipality in Northwestern Ontario,
with a population of 108,843. It is nicknamed “The
Lakehead” due to its location at the head of the Great Lakes
and is known for being the sunniest city in eastern Canada,
with an annual average of 2167.7 hours of bright sunshine.

A Regional Business Hub

Thunder Bay serves as the commercial, administrative, and
medical hub for the region. Key sectors with a regional
significance include mining, aerospace, and forestry. The
city is a four-season outdoor paradise and offers the
amenities of an urban center while serving as the gateway
to outdoor adventure in Northwestern Ontario.

Diverse Community

Thunder Bay is a culturally diverse community with deeply
rooted European and Indigenous cultures, making it the
sixth most diverse community of its size in North America.

Project Context

The City of Thunder Bay's Housing Land Needs Study and
Strategy (“the Study”) aims to ensure that the City has an
adequate supply of housing to meet demand over the next
20 years.

The Study forecasts future population growth and trends,
identifies the existing and future projected housing supply
and demand in the city by type, and analyzes opportunities
and limitations in the designated land supply. These
components are built on first-hand knowledge of residents
and housing providers in Thunder Bay through stakeholder
workshops and online engagement of all Thunder Bay
residents.

Based on the research findings, the Study provides a
strategy and specific recommendations to address future
housing needs in Thunder Bay.

Some of the most represented ethnic backgrounds include
Finnish, Italian, Scottish, Ukrainian, Polish, French,
Indigenous Canadian, Chinese, and Croatian.

Quality Education

The city is home to several post-secondary institutions,
including Lakehead University, Confederation College, and
the Northern Ontario School of Medicine, which is the first
medical school to open in North America in over 30 years.
The city also has an assortment of private colleges and
tutoring programs.

Transportation Hub

Thunder Bay is a significant transportation hub, receiving
considerable air, rail, and shipping traffic due to its central
location in Canada and proximity to the United States. The
Port of Thunder Bay is the largest outbound port on the St.
Lawrence Seaway System and the sixth largest port in
Canada, and the Thunder Bay International Airport is the
third busiest in Ontario.

The results of the Study will position Thunder Bay to:

i. Improve and support housing affordability by
ensuring an adequate, cost-effective and sustainable
supply of residential land and intensification
opportunities;

ii. Reduce barriers in municipal processes related to
housing development;

iii. Develop a residential land and housing inventory;

iv. Understand current and potential future gaps in
housing supply, land supply, infill & intensification;
and

v. Develop a strategy to close identified gaps and best
position Thunder Bay to respond to current and
future housing demand.



Community Engagement

A key part of understanding the current and future housing
needs in the city is listening to the lived experience of
residents and housing stakeholders in Thunder Bay.

To achieve this, the two main public engagement objectives
for the plan were to engage residents of Thunder Bay that
represent the full diversity of the population; and engage
with key stakeholders who are involved in the provision of
housing or housing-related services in Thunder Bay
(including housing providers, contractors,
social/supportive/non-profit organizations, Indigenous
groups, academic and educational institutions, housing
advocates, private planners/consultants/architects, real
estate lawyers, etc.).

This approach provided an understanding of lived
experiences with housing in the city. It enabled our team to
hear community member’s ideas for the future of housing
development in the city, with a recognition that all people
are affected by decisions regarding housing. Engagement
with stakeholders provided a means to obtain the most
detailed insights into constraints and barriers to housing
development in the city.

To achieve these objectives, the project team held an in-
person stakeholder workshop in Thunder Bay, conducted
one-on-one interviews both in-person and virtually, and
coordinated an online survey open to the public on the
City’s public engagement portal.

While the public survey was not a scientific survey, the
respondent demographic was representative of the census
population of Thunder Bay in terms of geographic
distribution, household incomes (with some
underrepresentation in households with a before tax total
annual income under $50,000), age (with an
overrepresentation of 30- to 39-year-olds and very few 20
and under responses) and gender (with a slight
underrepresentation of males).

Findings from the engagement are included throughout this
report. Full details of these engagement activities are
provided in the appendices.

Engagement Details

Date(s) Activity Details

Half-day, in-person

Jan. 2023 Stakeholder workshop with 21 key

Workshop stakeholders held at
Thunder Bay City Hall.
Jan. - 19 interviews were held
Targeted .
Mar. Interviews with targeted
2023 stakeholders.

Online survey open to
Thunder Bay residents via
City’s engagement
website. The survey
included an interactive
mapping exercise.

Feb. 2023 | Public Survey
The survey website
received 1,100 total visits,
with 261 individuals
completing the survey
and 195 unique points
placed on the map.




Comparison Cities

The study uses three other cities in northwestern Ontario
for statistical comparison to Thunder Bay: Sault Ste. Marie,
Greater Sudbury, and Kenora.

These municipalities are referred to as the “comparison
cities” in this report, based on their similarities to the City
of Thunder Bay
geographical proximity.

in growth rate, population, and

Sault Ste. Marie is located across Lake Superior from
Thunder Bay. It had a population of 72,051 in 2021 which
has been trending downward since 2011.

Thunder Bay’s Neighbourhoods

Greater Sudbury is the largest and eastern-most of the
comparison cities to Thunder Bay. It had a population of
166,004 in 2021.

Kenora is the smallest and western-most of the comparison
cities. It had a population of 14,967 in 2021 though the city
sees seasonal fluctuations as tourists and cottagers arrive in
the summer months.

Section 2 of this study provides more details on the
population demographics and other statistics relevant to
housing in these comparison cities.

Figure 1.1 shows the City of Thunder Bay divided
into 9 neighbourhoods, following the boundaries

identified by the Canada Mortgage and Housing
Corporation (CMHC), with 7 forming the urban
core and 2 covering the rural boundaries of the
city:

e  College Heights / Grandview / Lakefront

e  Confederation College (Intercity)

e  Current River / Hudson Heights /
Shuniah

e  Downtown / West End (Port Arthur)

e EastEnd

e  Lakehead University
e  Rural North Ward

e  Rural South Ward

e  Westfort / Green Acres / Hyde Park

Although the City has other neighbourhoods
defined colloquially (e.g. Jumbo Gardens), these
larger CMHC neighbourhoods provide a way to
make more general insights about the city that
coincide with CMHC housing data consistent with

these neighbourhood boundaries.
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Figure 1.1: Thunder Bay neighbourhoods as defined by the CMHC.




The Housing Continuum
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Figure 1.2: The Housing Continuum (CMHC, 2018)

This study looks at all kinds of housing in the City of Thunder
Bay, as shown on the Canada Mortgage and Housing
Corporation’s (CMHC’s) housing continuum (Figure 1.2).
The housing continuum refers to the broad spectrum of
shelter types (and lack of housing) found in municipalities
across Canada.

Definitions for each part of the housing continuum are
provided below:

Homelessness is the term used to describe a situation
where a person lives without a fixed residence. A person
experiences hidden homelessness when they are living in a
temporary housing arrangement, such as couch-surfing
with friends, rather than sheltering on public land.

Emergency Shelters provide temporary housing for people
in crisis or people without a permanent residence.

Transitional Housing is conceptualized as a medium-term
(three months to three years), intermediate step between
emergency crisis shelters and permanent housing. It is
meant to provide a safe, supportive environment where
residents can overcome trauma, begin to address the issues
that led them to homelessness or kept them homeless, or
begin to rebuild their support networks.

Supportive Housing is an option for those who require
some level of support to live in the community in an
affordable housing unit and can include “supportive”
housing, where supports are offered on site, 24 hours a day;
and “supported” housing, where supports come to the
client wherever they live in the community. Housing with
support can generate positive outcomes, including
enhanced life skills, improved health status, an increased
sense of empowerment and involvement in the community.

Community Housing (also known as rent-geared-to-income
(RGI) housing and Public Housing) describes housing where
rents are based on the tenant’s gross monthly income.

Affordable Housing generally describes any housing
arrangement where the cost of rent or a mortgage is less
than 30% of that household’s pre-tax income. This can refer
to rental housing, co-operative housing, social housing, or
homes which are owned by the occupants.

Market Housing refers to housing that is sold or rented for
profit on the free market. The market rate fluctuates based
primarily on supply and demand. Other factors such as the
location, condition of the property, or included amenities
may also influence the price of market housing.






3. Population Growth & Housing Demand

Population Trends

This study is informed with an understanding of population
change and housing demand. This section looks at
population trends in the City of Thunder Bay through a
detailed analysis of census information, housing
information from the Canada Mortgage and Housing
Corporation and other relevant data sources.

Total Census Population

The total census population of Thunder Bay is 108,843,
making it the 51%' most populous municipality in Canada
and the 25" most populous in Ontario (Statistics Canada,
2021).

Figure 2.1: City of Thunder Bay Population 1951-2021
(Statistics Canada, 2021) shows population growth in the
City of Thunder Bay since the year 1951. In that year, the
population of Thunder Bay was 66,108 —approximately 60
percent of its current size. In the span of fifteen years, the
population had exploded to a size of 104,539, with an

average 5-year growth rate of 16.5% during that period.

However, growth in Thunder Bay slowed in the 1970s,
dropping to an average 5-year growth rate of only 1.7%
between 1971 and 1991. Thunder Bay’s census population
peaked in the early 1990s, with the highest recorded total
at 113,946.

In the two decades from 1996 to 2016, Thunder Bay's
population slowly declined, with an average 5-year change
in that period of -1.1%. In that time, the only growth took
place between 2001 and 2006, which saw a small increase
of 124 people in the city over those five years (a growth rate
of 0.1%).

The most recent census demonstrated the start of another
five-year period of growth in Thunder Bay. Almost 1000
people were added to the population between 2016 and
2021. This represents a growth rate of 0.9%.

City of Thunder Bay
Population 1951-2021 (Statistics Canada)
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Figure 2.1: City of Thunder Bay Population 1951-2021 (Statistics Canada, 2021)

The growth rates in Thunder Bay have similarities to the

growth rates in the comparison cities of Sault Ste. Marie,



Greater Sudbury, and Kenora (Table 2.1), which also
experienced either a slight gain in population or slight
decline over the last three census periods. The most
significant 5-year population decline took place in Sault Ste.
Marie between 2011 and 2016, when the population
decreased 2.4%. The most significant growth occurred in
Greater Sudbury during the last census period, where the

population grew 2.8%. In contrast, growth rates for
municipalities in southern Ontario were generally much
higher, with the 5-year growth rate of some communities
with populations of a similar size to Thunder Bay often in
the 8% to 15% range (Pickering, Clarington, Waterloo, Ajax,
Kingston), to as high as 20.7% (Milton).

Table 2.1: Population and Growth Rates for Thunder Bay and Comparison Cities 2011 to 2021 (Statistics Canada, 2021)

Thunder Bay Sault Ste. Marie Greater Sudbury Kenora
X Growth . Growth X Growth . Growth
Population Population Population Population
Rate Rate Rate Rate
2011 108,359 -0.7% 75,141 +0.3% 160,274 +1.5% 15,348 +1.1%
2016 107,909 -0.4% 73,368 -2.4% 161,531 +0.8% 15,096 -1.6%
2021 108,843 +0.9% 72,051 -1.8% 166,004 +2.8% 14,967 -0.9%

Limitations to Census Data

It should be noted that there are several limitations to the
census data that may obscure the true state of the
population and housing situation in Thunder Bay, including
the COVID-19 pandemic and uncounted residents.

COVID-19

The census was taken in the year 2021, during a period
when classes at Lakehead University and Confederation
College were primarily offered in a remote delivery format
due to pandemic restrictions. Confederation College has
1,748 international students and 674 southern Ontario
learners, the vast majority of which would have been living
in Thunder Bay in a regular census year but likely stayed in
their own countries or cities during the 2021 census period
(Confederation College, 2023). Lakehead University has

more than 1,500 international students that also likely
would have been out of country during the 2021 census
(Lakehead University, 2023). Lakehead has not published
enrolment numbers for southern Ontario learners.

Uncounted Residents

There is evidence that a significant portion of Thunder Bay'’s
Indigenous population is undercounted in the census.
Statistics Canada’s official census population of Indigenous
people in Thunder Bay is 15,055. However, according to a
study by the action research centre Well Living House,
Thunder Bay’s Indigenous population is estimated to be
somewhere between 23,080 to 42,641 people (Thompson,
2022). The authors of the report say the reason for this is
that Indigenous people who come to Thunder Bay for
medical or other services would likely be counted in the
census as residing in their home community rather than in
Thunder Bay, even if they spend a large portion, or all, of
the year in the city.

This means the entire Thunder Bay population could be
undercounted by 8,025 to 27,586 people, or 7% to 25% of
the current census population.



https://www.confederationcollege.ca/about-confederation#:%7E:text=We%20are%20more%20than%20just,part%2Dtime%20students%20per%20year.
https://www.lakeheadu.ca/international
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/thunder-bay/urban-indigenous-populations-nwo-1.6596226
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/thunder-bay/urban-indigenous-populations-nwo-1.6596226

Age and Sex

Statistics Canada defines a generation as a “cohort of
people who have grown up in a specific social, economic
and political context that can shape their view of the world.
The year of birth determines which generation a person
belongs to” (Statistics Canada, “A generational portrait of

Canada’s aging population from the 2021 Census”, 2022).
They define the generations in Canada in the 2021 census

as follows:

e Greatest Generation: people aged 94 or older
(born before 1928)

e Interwar Generation: people aged 76 to 93 (born
between 1928 and 1945)

e Baby Boomer Generation: people aged 56 to 75
(born between 1946 and 1965)

e Generation X: people aged 41 to 55 (born
between 1966 and 1980)

e  Generation Y (millennials): people aged 25 to 40
(born between 1981 and 1996)

e  Generation Z: people aged 9 to 24 (born between
1997 and 2012)

e Generation Alpha: people aged 8 or younger

(born between 2013 and 2021)
An analysis of Thunder Bay’s population by age and sex
reveals that there are two age groups with significant
population “bubbles” that stand out from the average
population, one younger and one older (Figure 2.2).

The younger population experiences a significant increase
in the age 20-24 (late generation Z) and 25-29 cohorts
(young millennials), which is slightly more pronounced in
the male population. This bubble of 20-29 year-olds is not
observed in cities like Sault Ste. Marie or Kenora, although
it is seen in other parts of Ontario. The reason for this
increase is not immediately clear, though it may be
attributed to students moving to Thunder Bay for post-
secondary school.

Starting with the 30-34 age cohort (mid to late millennials),
population numbers decline before rebounding beginning
with the 45-49 age cohort and remaining relatively high
through the baby boomer generation (particularly in the 55-
64 age cohort) until experiencing a steep decline between
70-74 and 75-79 (late baby boomers to interwar
generation).

City of Thunder Bay
Population by Age Cohort (Statistics Canada, 2021)
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Figure 2.2: City of Thunder Bay Population by Age Cohort (Statistics Canada, 2021)
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Table 2.2 shows the ways Thunder Bay’s age cohorts differ
from the age cohorts that are seen in the comparison cities.
In this table, and in other tables throughout this document,
green text or cell shading is used to represent the highest
value in a category while red is used to represent the lowest
value. The following text summarizes the content in the
table:

e Age 0 — 14: Thunder Bay has a slightly lower
percentage of 0- to 14-year-olds (14.2%) than in
Greater Sudbury, Kenora, and the provincial
average (16.2%).

e  Age 15 - 29: Thunder Bay has a sizeable group of
15- to 29-year-olds (19.1%), which is one to three
percentage points higher than any of the other
comparison cities in northern Ontario, but similar
to the provincial average.

Table 2.2: Grouped Cohort Percentage - Comparison Cities (Statistics Canada, 2021)

Age 30 - 59: The percentage of adults in the 30-
to 44-year-old and 45- to 59-year-old cohorts are
all within two percent of the provincial average
and other comparison cities.

Age 60+: Thunder Bay’s 60- to 74-year-old age
cohort and age 75 and older cohort are both
several percentage points higher than the
provincial average, as are other comparison cities
in the north.

Average Age: These findings are captured in the
average age of Thunder Bay, which is 43.7 years
old. This is almost two years older than the
provincial average of 41.8 years old, but in line
with the comparison cities.

Grouped Cohort Percentage - Comparison Cities (2021)

Age Thunder Bay Sault Ste. Marie Greater Sudbury Kenora Ontario
75+ 9.5% 8.9% 8.8%

60-74 20.1% 18.8% 20.9%

45 -59 19.6%

30-44 17.8% 18.5% 18.7%

15-29 18.1%

0-14 15.4% 15.3%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Average A‘ge of 43.7 45.4 42.9 43.6 41.8
Population




Age by Neighbourhood

Table 2.3: Age Cohorts in Thunder Bay by Neighbourhood (Statistics Canada, 2021)

Neighbourhood 0-14 15-24 25-34 35-64 65+ I:\‘ége Total Pop.
Rural North Ward 17% 12% 10% 41% 21% | 42.8 16,625
Current River / Hudson Heights / Shuniah | 12% 9% 15% 40% 24% | 46.0 13,022
College Heights / Grandview / Lakefront 12% 11% 15% 38% 24% | 45.7 8,935
Downtown / West End (Port Arthur) 14% 13% 17% 35% 20% | 43.0 9,930
Lakehead University 14% 17% 15% 33% 22% | 38.6 9,336
Confederation College (Intercity) 15% 12% 14% 35% 24% | 45.2 8,993
East End 13% 11% 16% 38% | 22% | 41.2 15,012
Westfort / Green Acres / Hyde Park 15% 11% 15% 39% 20% | 44.4 16,670
Rural South Ward 15% 11% 9% 44% 21% | 44.2 10,218

Table 2.3 shows the breakdown of age cohorts in Thunder
Bay by neighbourhood based on the 2021 census data. The
analysis reveals the following key findings for each
neighbourhood.

The Rural North Ward features the highest relative
percentage of those in the 0 to 14 age range, which will
reflect the ongoing need for schools and recreation services
in that area.

The Current River / Hudson Heights / Shuniah
neighbourhood has the oldest overall average age (46.0) of
any of the neighbourhoods in Thunder Bay. Not surprisingly,
it also has the lowest relative percentage of those in the 15
to 24 age group.

Heights / Grandview / Lakefront
neighbourhood has the smallest total population of all
Thunder Bay neighbourhoods (at 8,935). It also has a high
average age (45.7 years old) and the highest relative

The College

percentage of all Thunder Bay neighbourhoods for people
in the 65+ age bracket (24.4% of the neighbourhood
population). People in this age bracket tend to stay in their
houses until they need to downsize into smaller apartments
or condominiums.

The Downtown / West End area in the former Port Arthur
has the highest relative percentage of those in the 25- to
34-year-old age bracket (17.3%). This age group has
typically represented first-time home buyers.

The Lakehead University neighbourhood has the lowest
average age of any neighbourhood in Thunder Bay (38.6),
largely due to the significant population in the 15 to 24 age
cohort (16.5%). This group is considered the main renter
market. Many in this age range may also be staying in
dormitory on the Lakehead University campus. The
neighbourhood also features the lowest percent of those in
the 35 to 64 age range.

The Confederation College area interestingly does not see
the same large demographic of young adults that the
Lakehead University neighbourhood does (only 12.2% in
the 15-24 cohort and 13.7% in the 25-34 cohort). There are
relatively larger groups of both youth under age 14 (15%)
and those 65+ (24%).

The East End has an average age of 41.2, making it the
second youngest overall neighbourhood in Thunder Bay.

The Westfort / Green Acres / Hyde Park area has the
largest total population of any neighbourhood in Thunder
Bay (16,670). It has the lowest relative percentage of those
in the 65+ age group (20.2%).

The Rural South Ward has the lowest percentage of those
in the 25 to 34 age range (only 8.8%) but the highest
percentage of those in the 35 to 64 age group (43.8%). The
35- to 64-year-old cohort is the predominant group of
“move-up” home buyers that are looking to purchase larger
homes and yards.



Growth Trends

Figure 2.3 reveals several interesting growth trends by
comparing the actual 2021 Thunder Bay census population
data by age cohort to the projected population of those age
cohorts if the 2016 census cohort population numbers were
advanced by five years.

The analysis shows there are approximately 1,400 more
men and women in the 20- to 24-year-old cohort in the
2021 census numbers than anticipated from the 2016

census.

There are also approximately 600 more men and women in
the 25- to 29-year-old cohort than anticipated.

Among older residents, the trend is reversed, with
progressively fewer people between the ages of 50 and 85
than anticipated.

However, the trend once again reverses for the 85+ cohort,
where there are 400 more women than anticipated.

The explanation for some of these growth trends may be
found in the components of population change described in
the following section.

City of Thunder Bay Population Difference Between Actual and Anticipated
Population by Age Cohort (2016 - 2021)
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Figure 2.3: City of Thunder Bay Difference Between Actual and Anticipated Population by Age Cohort (Statistics Canada, 2021)
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Components of Population Change

Components of Population Change, Thunder Bay Census Metropolitan Area

(CMA), 2021/2022 (Statistics Canada)
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Figure 2.4: Components of Population Change, Thunder Bay Census Metropolitan Area, 2021/2022 (Statistics Canada, 2023)

Statistics Canada provides information on the components
of population change at the census metropolitan area
(CMA) level on an annual basis. Figure 2.4 shows the
components of population change in the Thunder Bay CMA
from 2021 to 2022 (note that there is no data available for
just the City of Thunder Bay). These include births, deaths,
immigration, emigration, and non-permanent residency.

Each of these components is described in more detail below.

Births

Between July 1, 2021 and June 30, 2022, there were an
estimated 1,119 births in the Thunder Bay CMA. This ranks
among the lowest number of births among census
metropolitan areas across the country. Only the Belleville
CMA had a lower number of births between 2021 and 2022.
In the previous year, Thunder Bay had the fewest number
of births of any metropolitan area in Canada, with 1,079.
However, there is a distinct possibility that births in
Thunder Bay may rise sharply over the next census periods
as the observed population “bubble” of 20 to 29-year-olds
in Thunder Bay grows older into the prime childbearing age
(in Canada, the mean age of mother at time of delivery is
now 31.4 years old (Statistics Canada, 2021).

Deaths

Between 2021 and 2022, there were an estimated 1,546
deaths in the Thunder Bay metropolitan area. This means
that without immigration, Thunder Bay’s population would
have decreased by 427 in that one-year period alone. Over
a five-year period from 2016 to 2021, the number of deaths
exceeded the number of births in the Thunder Bay CMA by
1,619.

A key factor in the number of deaths in Thunder Bay is the
rate of premature mortality (death between 0 and 74 years
of age). The rate of premature mortality in the Thunder Bay
District is 464 per 100,000 population—1.6 times higher
than the Ontario-wide rate of 287 per 100,000 people
(Statistics Canada, 2015-2017).



Migrations

Migrations are a significant component of population
change in Thunder Bay, as shown in Figure 2.4.

An immigrant refers to a landed immigrant or permanent
resident who has been granted the right to live in Canada
permanently by immigration authorities. Immigrants who
have obtained Canadian citizenship by naturalization are
included in this group. 843 new immigrants came to the
Thunder Bay CMA between 2021 and 2022.

Emigrants are Canadian citizens or immigrants who have
left Canada to establish a permanent residence in another
country. In the census, permanent emigration involves
severing residential ties with Canada and acquiring
permanent residency in another country. 65 people
emigrated away from the Thunder Bay CMA during the
2021 to 2022 period.

Returning emigrants are Canadian citizens or immigrants
having previously emigrated from Canada and
subsequently returned to Canada to re-establish a
permanent residence.35 came to the Thunder Bay
metropolitan area in 2021/2022.

Net temporary emigration refers to people who leave
Canada to live temporarily in another country and to others
who were temporarily outside Canada who have returned.
The net result of those departures and returns is the
component known as "net temporary emigration". The net
temporary emigration in the Thunder Bay CMA in 2021 —
2022 was 44.

Net interprovincial migration represents the difference
between in-migrants and out-migrants for a given province
or territory involving a change in the usual place of
residence. 584 more people left the Thunder Bay CMA than
came in due to interprovincial migration in the 2021 to 2022

period.

Net intraprovincial migration represents the difference
between in-migrants and out-migrants in a given region. In
the Thunder Bay CMA, net intraprovincial migration was -
137 between 2021 and 2022.

The net non-permanent residents count in Figure 2.4
represents the difference between non-permanent
residents (or temporary immigrant) coming to the area and
leaving that area. A non-permanent resident is a person
lawfully in Canada on a temporary basis under the authority
of a valid document (work permit, study permit, ministerial
permit) issued to that person along with members of their
family living with them. There was a net increase of 643
non-permanent residents in the Thunder Bay RMA between
2021 and 2022.



International Students

In the City of Thunder Bay, a large portion of non-
permanent residents are international students.
International student enrolment numbers have grown

exponentially over the previous 13 years across the country.

However, enrolment growth in Thunder Bay has even vastly
outpaced the national figures.

International student numbers at Lakehead University and
Confederation College (whose largest campuses are in
Thunder Bay) increased by 1,987% from 2010 to 2021, more
than 11 times faster than the Canada-wide international
student enrolment increase during this period (176%, which
in itself is a significant increase).

In 2010, the overall international student enrolment
between Lakehead University and Confederation College
totaled just 154 students. Enrolments increased steadily
before peaking at 4,440 international students in 2020
(Figure 2.5).

Enrolments dropped following the beginning of the COVID-
19 pandemic but have since started to rebound with
positive growth occurring in 2023. In the near future,
international student numbers in Thunder Bay are likely to
climb back or surpass 2020 numbers. The housing needs of
these international students will continue to exceed the
supply available in student resident housing and put
pressure on the housing supply in the city as a whole.

International Student Enrolment in Lakehead University & Confederation College
Since 2009-10:
Student Counts and Percentage Change
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Figure 2.5: International Student Enrolment in Lakehead University and Confederation College 2009 - Present (sourced from annual reports)
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Income

Figure 2.6 shows household before-tax income groups in
2020 for private households in the City of Thunder Bay. The
median household after-tax income for Thunder Bay was
$69,000 in 2020. This is an increase of $5,800 from the
previous census (Statistics Canada, 2021). Those earning
less than $20,000 per year represented 4.5% of all
households. For households earning between $20,000 and

$50,000, income is almost evenly distributed across income
intervals. At this point, there is a significant increase in
household earnings that tapers off until the $100,000
threshold is reached. The $100,000 to $124,999 bracket
contains more households than any other, followed by
$150,000 to $199,999.

Household before-tax income groups in 2020 for private households, Thunder
Bay, 2021 (Statistics Canada)
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Figure 2.6: Household Before-Tax Income Groups In 2020 For Private Households, Thunder Bay (Statistics Canada, 2021)

Figure 2.7 shows a comparison of total household income
between Thunder Bay and other cities in northern Ontario.
Thunder Bay has the highest percentage of households
making under $20,000 per year among the comparison
cities. It also has a relatively high proportion of households
with incomes from $20,000 to $59,999 (although slightly
less than Sault Ste. Marie). Thunder Bay has a lower

proportion of households with an income of $100,000 and
over than in Sudbury and Kenora. This gap may reflect the

challenges of attracting professional immigration to the city.

Overall, the data highlights the sharp divide between low-
income and high-income households in northern Ontario.
Over the next twenty-five years, it will be essential to
ensure there is sufficient housing available to meet
affordability requirements for these significantly different
income brackets.

Total Household Income (Before Tax) in 2020 by Comparison Cities
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Figure 2.7: Comparison of Total Household Income (Before Tax) in 2020, by Percentage of Total Population (Statistics Canada, 2021)
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Household Income by Neighbourhood

Table 2.4 and Figure 2.8 provide information on the City of
Thunder Bay’s household income by neighbourhood for the
year 2016.

There is a notable rural / urban split in terms of household
incomes in Thunder Bay. Almost all the urban
neighbourhoods in Thunder Bay have household incomes at

whole, with the Confederation College (Intercity) area
being the highest at $86,700.

The Rural South Ward has the highest average household
income before-tax income, at more than $115,300. This is
almost twice the average income for households living in
the East End, which is $59,700.

or below the average household income of the city as a

Table 2.4: Average household income by Thunder Bay Neighbourhood (Statistics Canada, 2016)

Neighbourhood Average household income before taxes ($)
Rural North Ward 108,972
Current River / Hudson Heights / Shuniah 73,436
College Heights / Grandview / Lakefront 75,912
Downtown / West End (Port Arthur) 69,009
Lakehead University 82,497
Confederation College (Intercity) 86,746
East End 59,707
Westfort / Green Acres / Hyde Park 73,651
Rural South Ward 115,364
Average 82,810

Household Income Before Tax by Thunder Bay Neighbourhood, 2016
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Figure 2.8: Household Income Before Tax by Thunder Bay Neighbourhood (Statistics Canada, 2016)




Housing Trends

This section examines historic and current housing data
from the City of Thunder Bay that provides insight into
housing needs in the city for the next twenty-five years. The
analysis starts with a look at the current housing supply,
average household sizes, and a breakdown of dwellings by
type and tenure. The analysis also includes an assessment
of housing condition and the rate of retirement of housing
stock, as well as an analysis of demand for residential units
over the last decade.

Total Housing Units and Household Size

The 2021 census identifies 50,995 private dwellings in the
City of Thunder Bay; 48,405 of these housing units are
counted as “private dwellings occupied by usual
residents.”! Using the census count of 106,645 persons in
private households, this equates to an average size of 2.2
persons per household and approximately 454 housing
units per 1,000 residents.

Homelessness and Social Housing

There are a significant number of people experiencing
homelessness in the City of Thunder Bay. In 2021,
community agencies counted 410 individuals experiencing
homelessness in the city, with 693 individuals on the by-
name list of people experiencing homelessness in the
District of Thunder Bay (Point in Time Count, 2021).2 Of the
individuals experiencing homelessness in the city—58
percent of those counted were chronically homeless
(homeless for 6 months or more in the past year); 20
percent were episodically homeless (homeless 3 or more
times in the past year), and 10 percent experienced both
chronic and episodic homelessness.

Figure 2.9 shows additional demographic information on
people experiencing homelessness in the Thunder Bay
District. 36% said they have always been in the district while
47% said they were not from the City of Thunder Bay. A

1 According to the census, “A private dwelling occupied by usual
residents refers to a private dwelling in which a person or a group
of persons is permanently residing. Also included are private
dwellings whose usual residents are temporarily absent on May
11, 2021. Unless otherwise specified, all data in housing products
are for occupied private dwellings, rather than for unoccupied
private dwellings or dwellings occupied solely by foreign residents
and/or by temporarily present persons” (Statistics Canada, 2021).
2 Note that the number of surveys completed with people

further 10% said they were from a First Nation community

and 18% said they were from somewhere else.?
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Figure 2.9: Report: 2021 Point in Time Count of People Experiencing
Homelessness in The District of Thunder Bay, 2021 p. 6

Of those people who were experiencing homelessness who
responded to the survey, 43% said they planned to sleep in
an emergency shelter that night, 17% couch surfing, 12% in
transitional housing or hotel/motel, 12% in the public
system (e.g. a hospital or treatment centre), 12%
unsheltered (e.g. in a tent or vehicle), and 5% were unsure.

Among survey respondents, the most reported factors
contributed to recent housing loss were low income (20%),
substance use (19%), and unfit or unsafe housing (12%).

The District of Thunder Bay Social Services Administration
Board (TBDSSAB) is the service provider that manages social
housing in Thunder Bay. As of July 2023, the District of
Thunder Bay Social Services Administration Board’s social
housing waitlist was 1,217 people (note that people on the
wait list may already have housing elsewhere but are on the
TBDSSAB's list because they are looking for more suitable
social housing to meet their needs). Of those on the housing
waitlist, 56 people were on the high-needs homeless

waitlist for priority housing need.

experiencing homelessness were less in 2021 than in 2018 (211
compared to 474); however, this “should not be interpreted as an
indication of a decrease in the homeless population in the District
of Thunder Bay. Due to the presence of COVID-19, the number of
locations where the public could drop in and complete the survey
was reduced from the 2016 and 2018 PiT Surveys” (p. 4).

3 Among people who responded to the survey, 68% identified as
Indigenous, 7% as LGBTQ, 1% as two-spirit or non-binary, 3% as
veterans, 53% as first experiencing homelessness before turning
25, and 45% as having spent time in foster care.



Housing Deficit

Recent research has shown that the number of housing
units per 1,000 residents in Canadian cities is significantly
less than in other countries across the world. Among the 38
countries belonging to the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD), there is an average of
462 housing units per 1,000 residents. To meet the shortfall
of housing in our country, the CMHC and Finance Canada
estimate “Canada will need to build at least 3.5 million new
homes by 2031” (Making Housing More Affordable Report).

In Thunder Bay, approximately 865 more housing units
would need to be built right now to provide the

462 housing units per 1,000 residents average that is seen
in other OECD countries (1000 / 462 = 2.1645 persons per
household. 106,465 / 2.1645 = 49,270 homes — 48,405
existing homes = 865). This number includes both market
housing and social housing that would be intended to
address the housing waitlist.* For planning purposes, this
number will be used as the identified “housing deficit” for
the City of Thunder Bay and be used to identify future
housing need based on population projections later in this
report.

Thunder Bay’s housing deficit of 8 units per 1000 residents
is much lower than Ontario’s need for 70 units per 1000
residents (Table 2.5). The deficit is also greater in Sudbury
and Kenora, with only Sault Ste. Marie coming out ahead of
Thunder Bay among the comparison cities.

Table 2.5: Housing Deficits in Comparison Cities and Ontario

Housing . .
. . Housing Deficit Per
Location Deficit .
. 1000 Residents
(Units)
Thunder Bay 865 8
Sault Ste. Marie 147
Sudbury 3,844 23
Kenora 240 16
Ontario 991,468 70

Population Density

The City of Thunder Bay has a land area of 327.77 square
kilometres (32,711 hectares). With a total census
population of 108,843 (not just those in private households),
this equates to a population density of 332.1 people per
square kilometre (or 3.3/ha). While this makes Thunder Bay
the most dense municipality amongst the other comparison
cities in this study (see Table 2.6), it is significantly less
dense than other major cities in Ontario.

Despite being the 25™ most populous municipality in
Ontario, there are 75 Ontario municipalities that have a
greater population density. Thirty-three  Ontario
municipalities have densities over 1,000 people per square
kilometre, with Toronto being the densest at 4,428 people
per square kilometre.

Table 2.6: Population Density, Thunder Bay and Comparison Cities (Statistics Canada, 2021)

Thunder Bay Sault Ste. Marie Greater Sudbury Kenora

Population 108,843 72,051 166,004 14,967

Land Area 328 km? 222 km? 3,186 km? 212 km?
Density (pop./km?) 332.1 324.6 52.1 70.7
Density (pop./ha) 3.3 3.2 0.52 0.71

Population Density by Neighbourhood

Table 2.7 provides an analysis of Thunder Bay’s population
density by neighbourhood.

4 Note that this calculation uses the “Number of persons in private
households” count (106,645) from the 2021 census, as this is the
population number that corresponds to census responses related
to all household and dwelling characteristics. Recognizing that

The Rural North Ward is the largest neighbourhood in
size—with an area of 164.42 square kilometres (16,442

Thunder Bay’s total population includes those who may not have
been counted in the census, this housing deficit could, in reality,
be even larger than the identified 865 housing units.


https://www.budget.canada.ca/2022/report-rapport/chap1-en.html

hectares)—and the lowest population density of 101.1
people per square kilometre (1.01 people per hectare.>

The Downtown / West End neighbourhood of Port Arthur
has the smallest total area, at 3.79 square kilometres (379
hectares), and the highest population density, at 2,620
people per square kilometre (or 26.2 hectares).

The next densest neighbourhood is College Heights /
Grandview / Lakefront (at 2,122.4 people/km?or 21 people
per hectare) followed by Westfort / Green Acres / Hyde
Park (at 1,352 people/km? or 13.5 people per hectare).

However, even the densest neighbourhoods in Thunder Bay
are not yet dense enough to start realizing some of the
additional benefits of population density. Recent studies
have shown that a density of 57 people per hectare is
required to have an 80 percent chance of people walking
for their transportation needs.® Thunder Bay’s most dense

neighbourhoods have densities that are currently less than
half of this level.

To date, Thunder Bay has not had to follow density targets,
unlike southern Ontario municipalities under the Growth
Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, which set gross
density targets for urban growth centres from 150 to 400
people and jobs combined per hectare, depending on the
municipality. 7 New proposed changes to the Provincial
Policy Statement incorporate parts of the Growth Plan
across Ontario, but do not include the same density targets.
Recent versions have proposed “encouraging” large
municipalities to plan for 50 people and jobs per hectare,
with higher requirements near transit stations (including a
target of 160 people and jobs per hectare near rapid bus
lines). This document provides strategies and
recommendations on how Thunder Bay can support infill
development and higher-density in new construction to
increase its overall population density.

Table 2.7: Thunder Bay Population Density by Neighbourhood (Statistics Canada, HTFC Planning & Design, 2021)

Pop. Density Pop. Density

Neighbourhood Total Population Area km? Area (ha) i 1 -
Rural North Ward 16,625 164.42 16,442 101.1 1.01
c”"‘*:i;“’g//s":“:fig; 13,022 17.65 1,765 737.8 7.38
College Heights/Grandview/Lakefront 8,935 421 421 2,122.4 21.22
Downtown/West End (Port Arthur) 9,930 3.79 379 2,620.0 26.20
Lakehead University 9,336 8.35 835 1,118.0 11.18
Confederation College (Intercity) 8,993 8.93 893 1,007.1 10.07
East End 15,012 25.38 2,538 591.5 5.92
Westfort/Green Acres/Hyde Park 16,670 12.33 1,233 1,352.0 13.52
Rural South Ward 10,218 89.13 8,913 114.6 1.15

Housing Type

Distribution of Private Dwellings by Type

Figure 2.10 shows the distribution of occupied private
dwellings by type in the City of Thunder Bay for the census
year 2021. The definitions of each type follow Statistics

5 Note that the neighbourhood areas have been clipped to the
municipal boundaries and exclude lake-covered areas that are
included within some CMHC neighbourhood boundaries. This is to
provide a more accurate measure of land area and therefore
population density.

6 See “Determining thresholds for spatial urban design and

Canada’s classification of residential structures.

Single-detached houses are single dwellings not connected

transport features that support walking to create healthy and
sustainable cities: findings from the IPEN Adult study” by Cerin,
Ester et al. in The Lancet Global Health, Volume 10, Issue 6, e895 -
e906.

7 Note: Thunder Bay’s Official Plan has a policy for Growth Areas
requiring a minimum overall density of 20 dwelling units per gross
hectare through a range of housing types.



to another dwelling or structure (aside from its own garage,
for example). According to the Statistics Canada definition,
a mobile home fixed permanently to a foundation is
counted as a single-detached house.

Semi-detached houses are one of two dwellings usually
attached side by side (or sometimes back-to-back) with no
dwellings above or below.

Row houses are three or more dwellings, usually joined side
by side (such as townhouses), but not having any other
dwellings either above or below.

Duplexes are buildings with two dwellings, located one
above the other.

Apartments are dwelling units attached to other dwelling
units, commercial units, or other non-residential space.
Data is broken out for apartments in buildings with both

fewer or more than five storeys.

Other housing includes single-attached houses that do not
fall into any of the other categories, such as dwellings
attached to a store or a church, as well as movable
dwellings like mobile homes, and houseboats.

Within the City of Thunder Bay, single-detached homes are
the most popular type of housing by a large margin (66%),
followed by apartments in buildings with fewer than five
storeys (16%). The remaining 18% consists of semi-
detached & row houses (7%), apartments in a building with
five or more storeys (5%), apartments or flats in a duplex
(5%) and other dwellings (including other single-attached
houses, mobile homes, and other movable dwellings) (1%).

Distribution of Occupied Private Dwellings by Type,
City of Thunder Bay, 2021
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Figure 2.10: Distribution of Occupied Private Dwellings by Type, City of Thunder Bay (Statistics Canada, 2021)

Dwelling Type Distribution in Comparison Cities

Figure 2.11 shows a comparison of the distribution of types
of occupied private dwellings in the comparison cities.

Thunder Bay has a distribution of housing types very similar
to Sault Ste. Marie. Kenora has a notably higher percentage
of single-detached houses (77%) than Thunder Bay, while

Greater Sudbury’s is lower (60%).

Greater Sudbury has larger proportions of row houses (4%),
apartments in buildings with five or more stories (7%), and
apartments or flats in a duplex than Thunder Bay (6%).



Greater Sudbury’s housing type distribution can provide population over the next twenty-five years.
instruction to the City of Thunder Bay as it aims to grow its

Distribution of type of occupied private dwellings in comparison cities, 2021
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Figure 2.11: Distribution of Type of Occupied Private Dwellings in Comparison Cities (Statistics Canada, 2021)
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Housing Type Distribution by Neighbourhood

Table 2.8 shows a breakdown of housing type distribution
by neighbourhood in Thunder Bay, based on 2016 census
data.?

The areas with the highest percentage of single-detached
houses relative to other housing types are the Rural North
Ward (81%) and the Rural South Ward (93%), likely due to
lower land values and population densities.

The Downtown/West End neighbourhood has the lowest
percentage of single-detached houses, at only 49%.

The Confederation College neighbourhood has the highest
percentage of semi-detached houses (17%) relative to

other housing types.

Table 2.8: Thunder Bay Housing Type by Neighbourhood (CMHC, 2016)

The highest percentage of row houses is found in the
Lakehead University area.

Apartments in detached duplexes are most common in the
Downtown/West End neighbourhood (8%).

The East End neighbourhood has the highest relative
percentage of apartment buildings with fewer than five
stories (28%), whereas the Lakehead University area has
the highest relative percentage of apartments over five
stories (14%).

Other housing types, such as mobile homes and other
movable dwellings, are most common in the Rural South
Ward, where they comprise 5% of the total housing stock.

. . Apartment | Apartment
Single semi- Row Apartment buildin buildin
. detache  detache P ' & S s Othe
Neighbourhood house , detached | with fewer | with five or
d houses | d houses o o . r
(%) (%) s (%) duplex (%) than five more
stories (%) | stories (%)
Rural North Ward |~ 80.7 4.2 6.6 0.9 6.4 0.5 0.7
Current River/Hudson
Heights/Shuniah 64.5 5.0 1.6 7.7 13.8 7.2 0.2
College Heights/Grandview/Lakefront 62.9 2.4 0.0 6.4 17.1 10.6 0.3
Downtown/West End (Port Arthur) 49.2 7.8 1.2 8.2 19.9 13.2 0.6
Lakehead University 53.2 2.5 9.5 5.5 15.6 13.7 0.0
Confederation College (Intercity) 64.4 17.2 2.8 2.5 103 2.5 0.0
East End 58.3 2.2 0.1 5.3 27.8 6.0 0.2
Westfort Green Acres Hyde Park 71.6 1.2 2.7 4.0 184 1.8 0.3
Rural South Ward 93.2 0.2 0.8 0.5 0.7 0.0 4.6
Total / Average 66.4 4.7 2.8 4.6 14.4 6.2 0.7

8 2021 housing-related census data by neighbourhood is not

available as of the date of this report.



Housing Tenure

Figure 2.12 shows a comparison of owners and renters in
private households in the City of Thunder Bay, as well as
how this compares to other cities in northern Ontario. In
Thunder Bay, there is approximately one renter-occupied
dwelling (32%) for every two owner-occupied dwellings
(68%).

City of Thunder Bay Private
Households by Tenure, 2021

Renter
32%

Owner
68%

Ontario

Kenora
Sudbury

Sault Ste. Marie

Thunder Bay

The ratio of owners to renters in Thunder Bay is consistent
with Sault Ste. Marie and the provincial average. Among the
comparison cities, Greater Sudbury has the highest share of
renters (36%) while Kenora has the highest share of owners
(74%).

Private Households by Tenure in Comparison

Cities, 2021

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%  100%

®m Owner M Renter

Figure 2.12: Private Households by Tenure in the City of Thunder Bay and in Comparison Cities (Statistics Canada, 2021)

Homeownership by Age

Figure 2.13 shows the homeownership rate by age of
primary household maintainer for the City of Thunder Bay
and how this has changed between the years 2016 and
2021. For both the 2016 census and 2021 census, the rate
of homeownership generally increases with the age of the
primary household maintainer. In 2021, just over 54
percent of millennials (25-40 age range) owned a home; this

jumps to 70 percent for generation X (41-55) and peaks with
75 percent homeownership rate in the 55-75 cohort (baby
boomers) before falling slightly to 73 percent for those over
75. However, from 2016 to 2021, the share of
homeownership fell across all age groups. This suggests the
amount of rental housing stock is rising faster than owner-
occupied housing stock.

Homeownership rate by age of primary household maintainer, City of Thunder Bay,

2016 to 2021
90
70
< 56.9
é 60 54,3
(V)
@ 50
< 40 M 2016
5 30 19.5 18.7
7] . .
* 20 = 2021
o — Il
0

15to 24 25to 39

Age Groups

55 to 74 75 and over

Figure 2.13: Homeownership Rate by Age of Primary Household Maintainer, City of Thunder Bay 2016 to 2021 (Statistics Canada, 2022. Focus on Geography

Series. 2021 Census.)

>
oo
[
=
c
=]
(%]
(=]
>
©
=3
=
(%]
(%)
©
[
(%)
=2
e
c
3
oo
(=
‘B
3
o
u
>
©
(as]
=
()
e
(=)
3
=
==




Figure 2.14 shows how the homeownership rate by age in
the City of Thunder Bay compares to the comparison cities
and the Province as a whole.

The chart shows that the homeownership rate in the 15 to
24 age category (Generation Z) is lower in Thunder Bay than
in all of the comparison cities except Greater Sudbury.
Thunder Bay’s homeownership rate for Generation Z, at 19
percent, is slightly lower than the provincial average of 20
percent and significantly lower than the City of Kenora’s
rate, at 30 percent.

In the 25 to 39 age category (millennials), Thunder Bay and
Greater Sudbury once again have the lowest
homeownership rates among the other comparison cities,
at 54 percent, slightly above the provincial average of 52
percent. The ownership rate in this age group in the City of
Kenora is 69 percent.

The homeownership rate in the 40 to 54 age cohort
(Generation X) in the City of Thunder Bay and in Greater
Sudbury is 71 percent. Once again, this is lower than the
other comparison cities and close to the provincial average
(also 71 percent). In Kenora, the homeownership rate for
this age cohort is 78 percent.

In the City of Thunder Bay, the homeownership rate for the
55 to 74 age cohort (baby boomers) is 76 percent. This is
slightly above the rates in Greater Sudbury (71 percent) and
Sault Ste. Marie (74 percent), but below Kenora (78
percent) and the provincial average rate (77 percent).

Among the interwar generation (75+ age category), the
homeownership rate in Thunder Bay of 74 percent is higher
than every other comparison city. The lowest
homeownership rates in this category are in Kenora, at 62
percent, and Greater Sudbury, at 65 percent.

Overall, the data shows that older generations (baby
boomers and the interwar generation) in the City of
Thunder Bay are staying in their homes longer than they are
in other cities. Once the people in these age cohorts can
find other housing suitable to their needs later in life, this
should bring a large number of homes to the market that
may help to increase the homeownership rates in the
under-40 age groups. However, this requires that an
adequate supply and variety of housing for seniors is
available in the city, such as rentals and supported living
options. More information on the most desired housing
types in the city is provided in Section 3 of this report.

Homeownership rate by age of primary household maintainer, comparison cities,

Percentage (%)
N w B (O] [e2) ~ [oe] o
o o o o o o o o
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15to 24 25 to 39 40 to 54 55to 74 75 and over
Age Groups
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Figure 2.14: Homeownership Rate by Age of Primary Household Maintainer, Comparison Cities, 2021 (Statistics Canada, 2022. Focus on Geography Series. 2021
Census.)
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Condominium Status




Figure 2.15 provides a comparison between cities of
occupied private dwellings by condominium status for the
year 2021. While the overall percentage of private
dwellings with condominium status in Thunder Bay (4.4%)
is relatively low compared to private dwellings without
condominium status (95.6%), it is noteworthy that Thunder

Bay has the highest ratio of condominium status to non-
condominium status dwellings among comparison cities in
northern Ontario. Greater Sudbury has the lowest ratio,
with only 1.9% of private dwellings having condominium
status.

Comparison between cities of occupied private dwellings by condominium status, 2021
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Figure 2.15: Comparison Between Cities of Occupied Private Dwellings by Condominium Status (Statistics Canada, 2021)

Housing Costs

Monthly Shelter Costs

Figure 2.16 shows average rents for private apartments in
the City of Thunder Bay from 2018 to 2021 based on the
CMHC Rental Market Survey. Over those years, the average
rental prices of private apartments increased by 7% on
average. This increase was not applied uniformly across
rentals when separated by number of bedrooms. The more
rooms an apartment has, the less the rent increased during

this period. Rental prices for bachelor apartments (dwelling
units consisting entirely of one room with no separate
bedroom) increased by 12.8%, followed by 1-bedroom units
at 11.7%, 2-bedroom units at 7.2%, and 3+ bedroom
apartments at 0.9%. It is reasonable to assume this upward
trend of rent increases has continued beyond 2021 due to
inflation.



Private Apartment Average Rents in the City of Thunder Bay, 2018 to 2021
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Figure 2.16: Private Apartment Average Rents in the City of Thunder Bay, 2018 to 2021 (CMHC Rental Market Survey, October 2021)

Figure 2.17 shows the average monthly shelter cost in 2021 was much lower than the Ontario average: owners spend
among the comparison cities in northern Ontario for both 32.6% less while renters spend 29.4% less. Thunder Bay
owners and renters. The average homeowner in Thunder continues to fall in the middle when compared to Sault Ste.
Bay spends $1,146 each month on shelter, compared to Marie, Greater Sudbury, and Kenora.

$994 for renters. For both occupant classes, this number

Average monthly shelter cost, comparison cities, 2021
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Figure 2.17: Average monthly shelter cost for comparison cities (Statistics Canada, 2021)
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Resident Perception of Housing Costs

The online survey of Thunder Bay residents conducted for
this housing needs assessment asked respondents for their
opinions on home purchase prices in Thunder Bay relative
to comparable cities (Figure 2.18).

67% of all respondents said they saw home prices in
Thunder Bay as similar to (30%) or lower (28% a little lower
and 9% much lower) than comparable cities. This reflects a
fairly accurate perception of costs for owned dwellings,
based on the data from the 2021 census.

-

-

Survey responses to the question, "Please complete the sentence.'In my opinion, 0
home purchase prices in Thunder Bay are..."' (Select one response)
Number of Responses (n=261)
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
"Similar to other comparable cities." : : : : : : 30%
"A little lower than other comparable cities." # 28%
"A little higher than in comparable cities." # 15%
"Much higher than in comparable cities." # 11%
"Much lower than other comparable cities." # 9%
| don't know. # 8%
J

Figure 2.18: Survey Responses on Home Purchase Prices in Thunder Bay (2023)

In contrast to home purchase prices, respondents felt
residential rent prices in Thunder Bay skew much higher
than in comparable cities (Figure 2.19). A majority of
respondents felt prices were higher in Thunder Bay, split
nearly evenly between “much higher” (29%) and “a little
higher” (28%). Only 8% felt Thunder Bay’s prices were lower,
while 21% felt they were similar. The remaining 14% did not

know how to complete the prompt. These responses
suggest Thunder Bay’s rental market is perceived as more
expensive than peer cities, despite the fact that rent prices
in Thunder Bay were comparable or slightly lower than in
other Northwestern Ontario cities based on 2021 census
numbers.

/

o

Survey responses to the question, "Please complete the sentence, 'In my opinion, A
residential rent prices in Thunder Bay are...' (Select one response)
Number of responses (n=262)
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
"Much higher than in comparable cities." : : : l : : : 28%
"A little higher than in comparable cities." W 28%
"Similar to comparable cities." # 21%
| don't know. NS S S S 14%
"A little lower than other comparable cities." h 7%
"Much lower than other comparable cities." h 1%
%

Figure 2.19: Survey Responses on Residential Rent Prices in Thunder Bay (2023)
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Renter Household Incomes and Affordable Rental Rates

The CMHC states that housing is considered “affordable” if
the total shelter costs are less than 30% of a household’s
before-tax income. According to Statistics Canada, the cost
of shelter for a renter household includes “the rent and
costs of electricity, heat, water and other municipal
services”. This definition of affordable housing refers to
both rental and ownership costs.

Figure 2.20 shows renter household incomes and
affordable rates for the Thunder Bay area in 2021 (note that
the data is for the entire Thunder Bay district, which goes
beyond the Thunder Bay city limits).

In 2021, renters earning the 10t percentile of household
incomes can only afford to pay $340 a month, based on
definitions of affordable housing that are less than 30% of a
household’s income. At the 50" percentile, this increases to
$950 a month, and at the 90" percentile it reaches $2,500
a month.

When comparing these values to the average rent costs for
the same year (later in this section), the picture of housing
affordability appears dire. To afford the cheapest rental
option (a bachelor apartment, which on average costs
$751 a month in Thunder Bay), a household must have an
income in the 40™" percentile. This means that 40 percent
of households in Thunder Bay earn less than the income
needed to rent a bachelor apartment at an affordable rate.

To upsize to a 1-bedroom apartment at $928 a month, a
household must earn in the 50" percentile, meaning half of
Thunder Bay renters are immediately priced out of housing
affordability for this apartment type, as well as apartments
with two and three or more bedrooms. The numbers show
that a significant amount of Thunder Bay renters are either
underhoused or financially overextending themselves to
achieve shelter.

Renter Household Incomes and Affordable Rates 2021, Thunder Bay DSSAB (Stats
Canada, CMHC)
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Figure 2.20: Renter Household Income and Affordable Rates for the Thunder Bay District (District of Thunder Bay Social Services Administration Board, Statistics

Canada, and CMHC, 2021)

Owner Household Incomes and Affordable House Prices



The City of Thunder Bay was once known as one of the most
affordable housing markets in the country. In 1991, the
average price for a dwelling in Thunder Bay was $118,859.
That same year, the median income for a family in Thunder
Bay was $50,011 (Statistics Canada, 1991).

However, house prices in the city started to rise sharply in
2008. By 2021, the average price for a house was
$300,000—a 152 percent increase over that 30-year period.
In comparison, the median total household income in 2021
was $77,500—only a 54 percent increase over those 30
years (Statistics Canada, 2021). This disparity between
increase in incomes and the cost of housing is a main factor
driving the housing crisis in Canada.

House prices in Thunder Bay continued to rise through the
COVID-19 pandemic, reaching a peak in early 2022 before
dropping slightly near the end of the year and then rising
again through 2023 (see Figure 2.22).

As of July 2023, the median price for a single detached
home was $345,000 (CREA, 2023). This is up 14.4% from
July 2022, although the year-to-date median price of
$330,000 is 2.9% lower than the median price from January
to July 2022.

Over 30 years (1991 — 2021) in Thunder Bay

A

Housing prices increased +152%

%o
=1

Figure 2.21: Housing and income change, 1991 — 2021, Freepik

Household income increased +54%
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Figure 2.22: Single Detached Median Price in the City of Thunder Bay (CREA, 2023)

Figure 2.23 demonstrates the financial barrier to home

ownership in Thunder Bay. For households earning in the



50t percentile, an affordable home price has an upper limit
of $284,700 — on par with the average sale price of a single
detached home at that time (July 2021) (Canadian Real
Estate Association). This means that 50 percent of

households in Thunder Bay would not have been able to
purchase an average-priced home at the time at a cost
affordable to their income (i.e. without spending more
than 30% of their income on housing).

Household Incomes and Affordable House Prices, 2021, Thunder Bay District
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Figure 2.23: Household Incomes and Affordable House Prices, Thunder Bay District (District of Thunder Bay Social Services Administration Board, Statistics Canada,
and CMHC, 2021)

Households Spending 30% or More Income on Shelter Costs

in Thunder Bay: 28% of respondents said they spent “much
more” than 30% of their income on housing, while 27% said

Figure 2.24 shows online survey responses to the question,
“Do you currently spend 30% or more of your total
household income on housing costs?” The results place they spent “a little more” than this amount.
over 50% of respondents in unaffordable arrangements,

illustrating a troubling picture of the housing environment

4 )

Survey responses to the question, "Do you currently spend 30% or more of your total
household income on housing costs?" (Select one response)

Number of responses (n=259)

Yes, much more than 30%.

Yes, 30% or it more. | S S S S S 27%
No, a lttle less than 30%. /W SIS S SO S o 20%
N, a lot less than 30%. S s S s S | 19%

| don't know. # 5%

- J

Figure 2.24: Survey Responses - Households Spending More Than 30 Percent of Income on Housing Costs (2023)

of all householdings (renter and owner combined) spending
30% or more of their income on shelter (the cut-off for

The census provides a somewhat more positive picture
related to affordable housing: from 2016 to 2021, the share
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housing to be considered affordable) fell from 20.2% to 16.0% (see Figure 2.25).

Households that spent 30% or more of income on shelter costs, City of Thunder Bay,
2016 to 2021
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15.0%
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m Spending 30% or more of income on shelter costs

Figure 2.25: Households that Spent 30% or More of Income on Shelter Costs, City of Thunder Bay, 2016 to 2021 (Statistics Canada, 2021)

Figure 2.26 shows households that spent more than 30% of comparison cities. However, this should not minimize the
their income on housing by city in 2021. In general, affordable housing needs of renters in Thunder Bay. In
percentages of homeowners that spend more than 30% of comparison to the 9.1% of owner households that spent
their income on housing in Thunder Bay are in-line with 30% or more on shelter costs, 30.4% of tenant households
Sault Ste. Marie, Greater Sudbury, and Kenora. Interestingly, spend more than 30% of their income on housing in the City
the percentage of renters in Thunder Bay who spend more of Thunder Bay.

than 30% of their income on housing are the lowest of the

Households that spent 30% or more of income on shelter costs, comparison cities,
2021
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Figure 2.26: Households that Spent 30% or More of Income on Shelter Costs, Comparison Cities (Statistics Canada, 2021)

Household Size and Type

Household Size
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Thunder Bay’s household sizes are generally consistent with
its neighbouring comparison cities.

Compared to Sault Ste. Marie, Greater Sudbury, Kenora,
and the provincial average, Thunder Bay had the highest
percentage of 1-person households (Figure 2.27).

For 2-person households, Thunder Bay was ahead of only
Ontario as a whole. However, all municipalities were within
2% of one another.

This trend continues for 3-person, 4-person, and 5+ person
households, as Thunder Bay remained consistent with its
peer cities.

When looking at the four cities averaged, they trend
counter to the provincial average. Ontario starts the dataset
6.6% behind the cities for 1 person households, with that
gap shrinking successively until Ontario leads by 4.6% for 5+
person households. This reveals differences in the housing
environments of Northern Ontario and Southern Ontario.
Thunder Bay and its comparison cities have more one-
person households than the provincial average, which is
skewed by the more populous south. The relatively higher
share of 1-person households suggests there is a greater
opportunity to add additional units within single-detached
homes or as freestanding units in the backyard.

Comparison of Private Households by Household Size (Statistics Canada, 2021)
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Figure 2.27: Comparison of Private Households by Household Size (Statistics Canada, 2021)



Household Type

Figure 2.28 depicts examples of different household types
while Figure 2.29 shows a breakdown of household type in
the City of Thunder Bay.

One-family households form the majority of households in
Thunder Bay (56% of all households). Such families are
defined as a married couple (with or without children), a
common-law couple (with or without children), or a one-
parent family.

Together, one-family households and single-person
households (35%) make-up 91% of all households in the
City of Thunder Bay.

The remaining 9% of household types from greatest to least
are two-or-more person non-family households (5%), one-
(3%),

family with additional persons and multi-

generational households (2%).

Multiple-family households came last at less than 1%, or at
approximately 150 households in real numbers.

Types of Households — Census Families

Two-or-more-
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Figure 2.28: Different Household Types According to Statistics Canada (HTFC, 2024)

Household Type, City of Thunder Bay (Statistics Canada, 2021)
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Figure 2.29: Household Type, City of Thunder Bay (Statistics Canada, 2021)
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Number of Bedrooms

Figure 2.30 shows the number of occupied private
dwellings by number of bedrooms, by comparison city.

Overall, the distribution of bedroom counts in occupied
private dwellings was relatively consistent across Thunder
Bay and the comparison cities.

1-bedroom dwellings had the smallest share and was very
similar across the four cities, all falling within 1% of each
other (Figure 2.30).

The share of 2-bedroom dwellings had higher variability
with a 3% spread.

Among all cities, 3-bedroom dwellings achieved plurality,

with Sault Ste. Marie emerging as an outlier among its peers.

The share of 4+ bedroom dwellings was similar to 2-
bedroom dwellings but contained the highest in-group
variability at 4.7%. In this set, Thunder Bay was most
comparable to Greater Sudbury.

Comparison of Occupied Private Dwellings by Number of Bedrooms By City (Statistics
Canada, 2021)
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Figure 2.30: Comparison of Occupied Private Dwellings by Number of Bedrooms by City (Statistics Canada, 2021)
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Housing Suitability

”

According to Statistics Canada definitions, “suitable housing
has enough bedrooms for the size and composition of
private households according to the National Occupancy
Standard.

A large majority of private households in Thunder Bay
(96.7%) and the comparison cities live in housing suited to
the size and composition of the occupants.

In Thunder Bay, approximately 3.3% of private households
were not living in suitable housing according to the National
Occupancy Standard.

In the comparison cities, Sault Ste. Marie and Greater
Sudbury had the lowest share of housing that is not suitable,
with 2.8% each. Kenora had the highest share of housing
that is not suitable, at 3.7%.

Comparison of Private Households With Percentage of Housing that is Not Suitable by
City (Statistics Canada, 2021)
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Figure 2.31: Comparison of Private Households with Percentage of Housing that is Not Suitable by City (Statistics Canada, 2021)

Housing Stock Age

As evidenced by the occupancy numbers, housing stock in
Thunder Bay and the comparison cities skews toward a pre-
1981 construction date (Figure 2.32). In the City of Thunder
Bay, 39% of occupied private dwellings were built prior to
1961, making it a city with some of the oldest housing stock
in Canada.’ Across Canadian municipalities, an average of
only 20% of dwellings were built prior to 1961. In fact, when
looking at census metropolitan areas (CMAs) across the
country, Thunder Bay’s CMA has the highest proportion of
dwellings built prior to 1961 (at 36.5%).

In Thunder Bay, 34% of occupied dwellings were built
between 1961 and 1980. Construction of the remaining
27% spans a 40-year period from 1981-2021, with
percentages declining each decade from 10% in 1981-1990

9 In comparison to other cities with old housing stocks, Moose Jaw
had 37.5% of its housing stock built prior to 1961, Hamilton had
32.8%, Winnipeg had 31.3%, Toronto had 29.3%. Edmonton only

to just 4% in 2011-2021. The slow growth of housing aligns
with the slow growth of Thunder Bay’s population, which
experienced little growth in the 1970s before stagnating in
the 1980s and experiencing periods of decline in the 1986,
1996, 2001, 2011, and 2016 census years.

The comparison cities follow similar trends, as seen in
Figure 19. Kenora, which also has a high percentage of
occupied dwellings built in 1960 or before, experiences the
same downward trajectory as Thunder Bay over time with
comparable numbers. In Sault Ste. Marie and Greater
Sudbury, the period of 1961-1980 saw the most housing
construction. Beginning in 1981 however, all four cities saw
a steady decline decade-over-decade.

had 12.7% of its housing built prior to 1961.
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Comparison of Occupied Private Dwellings by Period of Construction by City (Statistics
Canada, 2021)
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Figure 2.32: Comparison of Occupied Private Dwellings by Period of Construction by City (Statistics Canada, 2021

Rate of Retirement of Housing Stock

The rate of retirement of housing stock is based on the
number of dwelling units that are removed from the
housing market on an annual basis. This may be due to
demolition, being in a condition unsuitable for habitation,
or other causes such as converting a duplex into a single
dwelling. The City of Thunder Bay tracks the number of
housing units lost on a monthly basis.

Table 2.9 shows this information consolidated annually
from 2016 to the end of 2022. The data shows that the City
of Thunder Bay lost 155 housing units between 2016 and
2022. This equates to an average loss of 22.1 units per year,
or 0.05% of the total housing stock (48,405 units) on an
annual basis.

103 total units were lost in the 5-year census periods of
2016 and 2021: a loss of 0.21% of the total housing stock
during this period. This number will be used when
calculating the future housing need for Thunder Bay later in
this report.

Table 2.9: Residential Units Lost Per Year (City of Thunder Bay, 2016-2022)

Year Residential Units Lost

2016 33
2017 14
2018 22
2019 16
2020 18
2021 22
2022 30
Total 155
Average 22.1
5-Year Total 103
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Inadequate Housing

A dwelling is considered inadequate when it requires major
repairs (regardless of its suitability to the household
composition). This figure was self-reported on the 2021
census. In Thunder Bay, 7.5% of households live in
inadequate dwellings (Figure 2.33). This means that major
repairs are needed on 3,650 housing units in the city.

This percentage is slightly higher (within one percent) than
in the comparison cities of Sault Ste. Marie and Greater
Sudbury. Kenora has the highest percentage of inadequate
dwellings amongst comparison cities, with 9.8% of
households considered inadequate.

Percent of Households in Inadequate Housing (Requiring Major Repairs) by City
(Statistics Canada, 2021)
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Figure 2.33: Percent of Households in Inadequate Housing by City (Statistics Canada, 2021)

Core Housing Need

Core housing need refers to whether a private household's
housing falls below at least one of the indicator thresholds
for housing adequacy, affordability or suitability, and would
have to spend 30% or more of its total before-tax income to
pay the median rent of alternative local housing that is
acceptable. The percentage of households experiencing

core housing needs in Thunder Bay (Figure 2.34) reveals a
stark contrast between renters and owners. While an
overall 9.0% of households have at least one core housing
need, this number is over twice as high for tenants (19.8%)
and less than half for owners (3.8%).

Percent of Households in Core Housing Need*, Thunder Bay 2021 (Statistics Canada)
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Figure 2.34: Percent of Households in Core Housing Need, Thunder Bay (Statistics Canada, 2021)

Unfortunately, these numbers are similar to other cities

across Canada. National averages show 20% of renter
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households in Canada are in core housing need, along with
5.3% of owner households. Households in the northwestern
Ontario comparison cities (Figure 2.35) experience a similar
levels of core housing need among owners, tenants, and
overall numbers; however, Thunder Bay is higher in each
category (on average, Thunder Bay is 1.1% higher among
owner households, 2.8% higher among tenant households,

and 1.8% higher among overall households). The biggest
gaps are between Thunder Bay and Kenora (1.2% among
owners), Sault Ste. Marie (3.9% among owners), and Kenora
(2.5% overall). While these gaps are relatively small, the
core housing need situation in Thunder Bay is worse by

every measure.

Percent of Households in Core Housing Need*, by City, 2021 (Statistics Canada)
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Figure 2.35: Percent of Households in Core Housing Need, by City, 2021 (Statistics Canada, 2021)

Housing Availability

Private Apartment Vacancy Rates

From 2016-2021, when vacancies fell or rose in one size of
apartment they generally fell or rose across the board
(Figure 2.36). However, there is little consistency in the
magnitude of these changes, and no correlations to be
drawn from these numbers.

The highest vacancy rates were seen in bachelor
apartments, peaking at 10.2% in 2016. Although data for
2019 and 2021 has been suppressed for privacy reasons, it
is clear bachelor apartments represent the lowest demand,
the highest stock, or some combination of the two factors.

1-bedroom apartments experienced a subtle rise and fall,

beginning at 3.6% in 2016, peaking at 5.1% in 2018, and
returning to 3.6% in 2021.

The vacancy rates for 2-bedroom apartments consistently
rose after falling and vice versa, averaging a 3.5% vacancy
rate.

The most volatility in vacancy rates was observed in 3+
bedroom apartments. In 2017, the vacancy rate hit 0%
before rebounding to 6% the following year, taking it from
the lowest figure to the highest figure among apartments
with at least one bedroom.
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Private Apartment Vacancy Rates in the City of Thunder Bay
(CMHC Rental Market Survey 2016 - 2021)
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Figure 2.36: Private Apartment Vacancy Rates, City of Thunder Bay (CMHC Rental Market Survey 2016 - 2021). Note that some data has been supressed by the
CMHC.

Sales by Housing Type

By units sold, detached houses dominated the real estate homes were sold, just 99 apartments were sold for second
market in 2021, outselling all other types of housing place. This was followed by semi-detached (80), multi-
combined by 651% (Figure 2.37). While 1,976 detached family (75), and townhouse/row (9).

Number of Sales by Housing Type, 2021, Thunder Bay Region (CREA)
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Figure 2.37: Number of Sales by Housing Type, 2021, Thunder Bay Region (CREA)
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The total number of sales trended upwards from 1,593 in
2002 to 2,411 in 2021 with an average of 2,055 sales per
year (Figure 2.38). While detached homes showed the most
consistent growth, their share of the total sales was the
lowest percentage in the data range despite setting a single
year high in 2021. This may be explained by apartment and
multi-family sales hitting new highs that same year, with
both being unusually higher than the previous average:

apartment at 157% and multi-family at 214%. In the
previous year, 2020, detached homes were 84.3% of sales,
just 0.5% below the historical average. Semi-detached and
townhouse/row home sales also recorded higher than
average sales in 2021, although in neither case were they
among even the three best years for sales figures in that
category.

Number of Sales by Housing Type, Thunder Bay Region, 2002-2021 (CREA)
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Figure 2.38: Number of Sales by Housing Type, Thunder Bay Region, 2002 to 2021 (CREA)

Months of Inventory

Months of inventory (MOI) is a statistic useful for
determining the state of the housing market, indicating how
long it would take the current inventory of housing stock to
sell at current sales volumes. The more months of inventory
available, the longer one would expect a home to sit on the

market before selling.

A market is generally considered to be balanced when the
MOl is between four and six months, with anything lower
indicating a seller’s market and anything higher indicating a
buyer’s market (MoneySense, 2016). In a seller’'s market,

low inventory drives prices up, and in a buyer’s market, high
inventory brings prices down. A balanced market falls in the
middle, with prices holding steady.

Table 2.10 shows Thunder Bay’s MOI from 2002-2021. From
2002-2015, the average MOI for detached homes in
Thunder Bay was 11.7 months, indicating a buyer’s market.
These numbers then dropped significantly, creating a
balanced market for four years, averaging 5.3 months from
2016-2019. Since then, detached homes have been in a
seller’s market, averaging 2 months from 2020-2021.

While the MOI for semi-detached homes in Thunder Bay
has fluctuated, it remained a buyer’s market from 2003-
2015. In the years following, the market for semi-detached
has changed from a balanced market to a buyer’s market,
and then, most recently, to a seller’s market.


https://www.moneysense.ca/spend/real-estate/buying/what-housing-inventory-numbers-can-tell-us-right-now/

Data for townhouse/row homes is too incomplete to draw
conclusions from, but the existing data points toward a
seller’'s market. MOI for apartments have historically
indicated a buyer’s market, becoming a seller’s market in
2021 for just the second time in 20 years.

Table 2.10: Thunder Bay Real Estate Housing - Months of Inventory (CREA, 2023)

In 2021, the collective real estate market was a buyer’s
market, save for the multi-family market which was
balanced. This suggests the market has become less
affordable for buyers across the board in recent years.

Thunder Bay Real Estate Housing - Months of Inventory* (CREA, 2023)

YEAR Detached Semi-Detached Townhouse/Row Apartment Multi-Family
2002 10 5 4 33
2003 13 7 5 11
2004 10 9 8 10
2005 17 55 7 42
2006 13 14 2 8 30
2007 11 57 19

2008 11 46 15 23
2009 11 25 20 8
2010 11 10 12 15
2011 12 7 20 18
2012 11 24 28 14
2013 11 10 7 19
2014 11 11 1 3 42
2015 12 29 23 19
2016 6 6 26 5
2017 6 12 1 14 7
2018 5 20 21
2019 4 15 8 5
2020 2 1 1 19 8
2021 2 3 2 4

Recent Construction

The City of Thunder Bay has processed an average of 808
building permits per year for residential development from
2016 to 2023 (Table 2.11). This includes an average of 9
permits per year for apartment blocks, 8 for duplexes, 72
for single dwellings and 714 for residential additions and
alterations. During that time, the highest number of permits

processed was 1,329 in the year 2021, mostly due to the
1,239 permits for additions and alterations (likely
attributable to people who wanted to renovate their homes
during the COVID-19 pandemic to accommodate extra
office space or bedrooms).
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Table 2.11: City of Thunder Bay Building Permits per Year 2016 - 2022 (City of Thunder Bay, 2022)

Building Permits / Year 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 Avg.
Apartment Blocks 9 7 5 10 6 6 7 20 9
Duplex Dwellings 7 9 10 10 10 7 14 0 8
Single Dwellings 105 78 75 68 61 77 55 55 72

Res. Add. & Alts 629 538 464 457 920 1239 772 689 714
TOTAL 750 632 554 545 997 1329 848 764 802

This equates to an average of 190 new housing units being

granted permits per year between 2016 and 2023, for a
total of 1516 units (Table 2.12 and Figure 2.39).

On average, there were 85 units in apartment blocks given

permits each year, 11 duplex units, 72 single dwellings, and

23 units from residential additions.

Table 2.12: City of Thunder Bay Number of Housing Units / Year based on Building Permit Data 2016 - 2022 (City of Thunder Bay, 2022)

The year with the highest number of units added per year

was 2023, when 301 units were granted permits.

The lowest number registered was for 134 units in 2020, a

year in which constructions plans may have been put on

hold due to the pandemic.

Housing Units / Year 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 Avg. %
Apartment Blocks 44 92 45 88 44 73 67 226 85 45
Duplex Dwellings 10 10 17 12 11 8 16 0 11 5
Single Dwellings 104 78 75 68 61 77 55 55 72 38

Res. Add. & Alts (Units) 17 22 44 16 18 26 17 20 23 12
TOTAL 175 202 181 184 134 184 155 301 190 100

City of Thunder Bay Number of Housing Units Per Year (2016 - 2023, Building Permit
Data)
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Figure 2.39: City of Thunder Bay Number of Housing Units Per Year, 2016 - 2023, Building Permit Data, 2023
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Average Proportion of Dwelling Units Created Annually

Average Proportion of Dwelling Units Created in the City of Thunder Bay Annually
(2016 - 2022)
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Figure 2.40: Average Proportion of Dwelling Units Created in the City of Thunder Bay Annually, Based on Building Permit Data (2016-2022)

Figure 2.40 shows that over the 2016 to 2022 period,
apartment blocks represented 37% of all units created;
duplexes provided 7%,; single dwellings provided 43%; and
units from additions provided 13%.

This data is consistent with the Statistics Canada census
data for the change in number of occupied private dwellings
in the City of Thunder Bay from 2016 to 2021 (see Figure

2.41), which shows a net increase of 1,220 dwelling units
during that period, including 470 single-detached houses,
525 small apartments, 140 semi-detached buildings, and 85
others. Note that these numbers show the overall net
change and therefore would include units constructed as
well as those that may have been demolished or destroyed
during that period.

Change in Number of Occupied Private Dwellings, City of Thunder Bay 2016 to
2021 (Statistics Canada, 2021)
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Figure 2.41: Change in Number of Occupied Private Dwellings, City of Thunder Bay 2016 to 2021 (Statistics Canada, 2021)
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Addressing Barriers to Housing Development

Figure 2.42 shows survey responses to the question, “What
do you think are the most significant barriers to more
housing in Thunder Bay?” When asked their thoughts on
the most significant barriers, respondents selected “cost of
building materials” as the most popular answer (59.3% of
respondents). “Property taxes” was the second highest
response (45.2%) and the “cost of lots to build” was the
third (41.5%).

“Other” responses (15%) were varied. One respondent said,
“The City does not encourage building / renovating older
areas. [The City] leaves too much to developers which build

out and then later turn the infrastructure back to the city
and the taxpayers.” Other respondents agreed, saying there
is an “absence of a strong plan to improve inner city housing
opportunities, including incentives for builders to choose
that option over costly and environmentally unsound
suburban sprawl.”

The availability of land for new subdivisions and challenging
terrain to build on were not seen as significant barriers to
building more housing in Thunder Bay, selected by only
7.9% and 14.1% of respondents respectively.

-

o
N
o

Survey Responses to The Question, "What Do You Think Are The Most Significant
Barriers to Building More Housing in Thunder Bay?" (Select all that apply)
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Figure 2.42: Survey Responses to Most Significant Barriers to Housing Development
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Survey respondents also had a chance to provide comments
on possible means for the City of Thunder Bay to address
these identified barriers. Figure 2.43 shows survey
responses to the question, “How do you think the City of
Thunder Bay should support affordable housing or non-
market housing options?” Overall, respondents felt the City
of Thunder Bay should be “fast-tracking development
approvals for affordable housing” (60%), “Providing clearer

rules for unique kinds of housing, such as ‘tiny homes’”
(55%), and “Increasing support services to help individuals
and non-profit organizations navigate development
processes” (55%). Only 10% felt the City should not be
involved in supporting affordable housing, and 8%
suggested maintaining existing supports but not increasing

services.

4 N
Survey Responses to the Question, "How Do You Think the City of Thunder Bay
Should Support Affordable Housing or Non-market Housing Options?" (Select all
that apply)
60% 160
0 55% 55%
51% 140 5
46% ~
120 1
Y
100 2
S
80 &
(]
S
60 5
qh,
. 0% | 10% 40 2
0, 8% >
= . . T
m | N 0

Idon't know  Maintaining Other (please  The City of Providing  Providing other Increasing Providing Fast-tracking

existing specify) Thunder Bay financial incentives for support clearer rules development

supports, but should not be incentives for  affordable servicestohelp for unique approvals for

not increasing involved in affordable housing individuals and kinds of affordable
services supporting housing development  non-profit  housing, such housing
affordable  development organizations as "tiny homes"
housing navigate
development
processes
N\ J

Figure 2.43: Survey Results for Ways the City of Thunder Bay Should Support Housing

“Other” responses and further clarification about why
people chose their responses included comments related to
up-zoning areas to increase density (while ensuring support
for affordable housing), fast-tracking transit-oriented
development, offering financial incentives for desired
housing development, greater enforcement of standards
for landlords—particularly in rooming houses and other
affordable housing units, developing city-owned land, and
increasing City staffing to help support non-profits and
small developers through the development process.

Stakeholders in the housing industry provided some more
nuanced understanding of the barriers to housing
development and ways to address these barriers. Like the

survey respondents, housing stakeholders raised the issue
of construction costs and other financial issues, including
high property taxes. Many in the industry highlighted
labour shortages, a lack of development-ready lots, and a
variety of challenges with infill development. Stakeholders
also mentioned the desire to expedite the permitting and
approval process, as well as changing zoning laws to
influence where future housing development could take
place.

These barriers and possible means of addressing the
barriers are described in greater detail below, accompanied
by other data when available.
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Construction Costs & Labour

Stakeholders and survey respondents alike highlighted high
construction costs as a barrier to housing development in
the City of Thunder Bay.

Stakeholders in the housing industry said it is more cost
effective to retrofit existing buildings than to build new due
to current material costs. Some noted the costs of new
construction were now $380 per square foot or higher. One
stakeholder said, “Nobody is developing new housing
because of the costs, putting increased pressures on
existing housing stock. There is little incentive to build.”

Some of the high price of construction cost is due to supply
chain issues that were experienced around the globe.
Overall, the Thunder Bay CEDC says construction costs
in Thunder Bay are still 15% lower when compared to cities
like Minneapolis.

Property Taxes and Development Charges

Survey respondents and housing industry stakeholders
highlighted property taxes as one of the key barriers to
housing development in the City of Thunder Bay. This
barrier is supported by property tax data. Research by
housing analysts show that of 35 major cities across Ontario
in 2022, Thunder Bay had the second highest property tax
rate, at 1.649% (see map in Figure 2.44). This means the tax
assessed on a home at $500,000 would have been $8,243.

Note that property taxes include both education and
municipal portions. In Ontario municipalities that are two-
tiered, part of the municipal portion tax rate is set by the
upper-tier municipality and the other part is set by the
lower-tier municipality, depending upon the services
provided by each; however, these rates are combined (i.e.
property owners in two-tier municipalities don’t pay extra
taxes to the upper-tier municipality). The property tax rates
shown for two-tier municipalities in the figures on the
following pages therefore include the amounts paid to both
municipal tiers.

Thunder Bay is one of only five cities of the 35 examined in
Ontario with a property tax rate over 1.5%. Windsor is the
only city in the Ontario list which had a higher property tax
rate in 2022, at 1.854%.

Many stakeholders also highlighted the shortage of labour
as a major barrier to housing development. The consensus
among housing developers is that there is a limited number
of contractors and house builders in Thunder Bay. In some
cases, they said, sub-contractors are busy working in the
surrounding communities, limiting the trades that can
service the Thunder Bay area. The challenge is the same for
both private developers and other builders. An Indigenous
housing developer said, “The challenge in finding workers is
pervasive, and COVID made it worse.”

The CEDC highlights that the Thunder Bay District has “480
active apprentices in the construction sector and 1,379
active journey persons, across all industry sectors.”

In contrast, the City of Toronto had the lowest property tax
rate, at 0.632%. This means that the tax assessed on a home
at $500,000 in Toronto would only be $3,160—2.6 times
less than in Thunder Bay.

In Thunder Bay, the high property tax is usually offset by
lower overall housing values. Figure 2.45 shows sample
property taxes based on the average home price in each city.
The tax assessed on a home at average home price in
Thunder Bay ($318,045 in 2022) would have been $4,890,
while in Toronto (51,093,097 average in 2022), the tax
assessed on a home at average price would have been
$6,908. Indeed, the tax assessed on a home at the average
house price in Thunder Bay was the lowest of all the 35
major cities in Ontario in 2022. This is positive for many
owners of existing lower-priced homes in Thunder Bay.

However, the high property tax remains an issue for
developers of new housing, where assessed values will be
high. Developers noted that when development required
the creation of new lots, property taxes were charged as
soon as each lot is registered with the Municipal Property
Assessment Corporation (MPAC), which can create
significant cash-flow challenges.

While outside the City’s control, this issue represents a
roadblock to development. These costs, though, are
partially offset by the fact that Thunder Bay does not have


https://gotothunderbay.ca/site-selectors/land-property/

development charges. In Greater Sudbury,

current development charges are $22,162 for single family
dwellings and $12,791 per unit for multiples, apartments

and small residential buildings.

Development charges are levied in many

Ontario, in accordance with the Development Charges Act,

as a means of covering the costs associated

services, and piped infrastructure). The other comparison
cities of Sault Ste. Marie and Kenora do not currently levy
development charges.

for example,

Thunder Bay has been reviewing development charges in a
cities across separate study, so further commentary on the charges are
not provided in this report.

with growth
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Figure 2.44: Ontario Cities with the Lowest and Highest Property Tax Rates for 2022 (Zoocasa, 2022)
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https://www.zoocasa.com/blog/ontario-property-tax-rates-2022/
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Figure 2.45: Sample Property Tax Rates for Ontario Cities, 2022 (Zoocasa, 2022)




Cost and Availability of Land

The cost of lots to build was the third-highest barrier to
housing development identified in the survey. However, the
cost of land was not a major barrier identified by
stakeholders. Indeed, a KPMG Competitive Alternatives
Study found that the cost of land in Thunder Bay was 68%

below average of the other cities in the study (KPMG, 2016).

However, many stakeholders in the housing industry did
report that a barrier to housing development was the lack
of development-ready lots. One survey respondent said the
main barrier is investors buying properties and holding onto
them without developing. Echoing these comments in the
survey, private sector housing developers said, “Land
developers are holding lots to select specific builders. There
is no inventory for other developers.” One private housing
developer said the City should be significantly increasing
taxes on vacant properties to incentivize owners to develop
or sell properties to others who want to develop. Analysis
of vacant lots in Thunder Bay are found in Section 4 of this
report.

Several housing developers said they thought the City’s
restriction on servicing properties outside of the urban
settlement area hindered housing development.

Some housing developers noted, “Finding good land is hard.
Finding good land for higher density is even harder.” In
some cases, this is due to the physical limitations of lots in
the older neighbourhoods in Thunder Bay. Developers said,
“Lot sizes in Thunder Bay are small, and inexpensive, but
hard to build on. 25’ and 33’ lots are hard to develop.” Some
developers said that lots these sizes are seen as less
desirable. Other private sector housing developers noted
that there are currently no real incentives to build dense

Development Application Processes and Timelines

Many private sector housing developers had comments

regarding development application processes and timelines.

For many developers, there is a general feeling that the City
should have less oversight and control on new
developments. One developer noted, “The City rezoning
approvals are becoming more involved, with secondary
plan requirements, landscaping requirements, etc.” This
sense of dissatisfaction may come from comparing the
process in Thunder Bay to how things used to work in the
City in previous decades, or from comparing it to the
process in surrounding rural areas. One housing

housing or affordable housing.

Although recent zoning changes allow increased density on
all lots zoned Urban Low-Density (UL), there are still
challenges with developing many of these lots. One
developer said, “The new zoning is good, but laneway
homes face real infrastructure issues.” Others, for example,
worried how infill lots can accommodate parking and other
servicing requirements. One Indigenous non-profit housing
developer said, “You can’t always fit three units on a 33’ lot.”
Another said, “We had parking issues with one building. It
was originally allowed in the front, but during re-zoning it
had to be moved to the back. This made access and
shoveling hard.”

Many non-profit organizations in the housing industry
noted that finding suitable lots for housing was a significant
barrier. One stakeholder said, “There are way less lots
available today compared to the past. You need personal
knowledge to find them.”

This is an area where the City of Thunder Bay may be able
to provide direct assistance. Stakeholders noted that, “the
City is the largest property owner and should identify
affordable for opportunities and locations.” Others noted
that the City itself could act as a housing developer on the
lots it owns, rather than sell off the properties to others.
Some non-profit organizations highlighted the need for City
staff to provide more guidance to walk them through the
housing development process, from property acquisition
through to permitting.

stakeholder said, “People are choosing to build in
surrounding communities instead of Thunder Bay because
itis cheaper and faster.”

Often, it is provincial processes—not City of Thunder Bay
processes—that slow developments down the most.
Developers highlighted issues with the length of time to
register new subdivisions, road access, and environmental
assessments and the corresponding Records of Site
Condition process. Housing stakeholders noted that it is
taking up to two months to get replies from the province on



environmental assessments. One Indigenous housing
developer said, “There are hurdles with the provincial
environmental regulations. The application process takes a
long time, and if the regulator comes back with any
questions, it resets your timeline.” One Indigenous housing
stakeholder organization was not aware about
environmental study requirements for developments
before they tried to develop a property, which led to
frustration with the Province and the City.

The Ontario Records of Site Condition (RSC) process must
be done before the use of any property is permitted to
change to a more sensitive use (e.g. an industrial site
changing to a residential site). The RSC must set out the
environmental condition of a property at a particular point
in time, based on environmental site assessments
conducted by a qualified person (usually a professional
geoscientist or engineer). RSCs, along with supporting
documents, must be filed electronically to the Ontario

Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks’

Zoning Changes

Overall, housing stakeholders and survey respondents
looked favourably upon recent changes to the City of
Thunder Bay zoning by-law. Stakeholders felt these updates
made standards for development more flexible, with the
goal of increasing density and housing affordability.
Housing stakeholders appreciated new bylaw changes
allowing secondary suites, back lane housing and increased
density on existing lots in the urban area.

However, stakeholders also identified several areas where
they thought further change would lead to improvements.
One private sector housing developer said they wanted the
City to further extend zoning allowances, or zoning overlays,
on parts of the city that are low density to make it possible
to build higher in these older neighbourhoods.

Environmental Site Registry (ESR) once the ministry
confirms that the contents of the RSC meet regulatory
requirements. Stakeholders in Thunder Bay said this
process is now taking six months to a year. This lead time is
a major barrier to developing housing in Thunder Bay,
particularly due to the large amount of industrial and
commercial land that could be suitable for conversion to
housing.

Unfortunately, these processes are—except for on City-
owned properties—out of the City’s control. The best the
City can do is to raise awareness of these processes to new
housing developers and advocate for change. Stakeholders
called for the City to create a “one-stop-shop” process, with
online applications to speed up the development process.
This could be accompanied by a digital checklist to ensure
applicants have everything they need when applying for
permits and an online status that would let applicants see
where their application was in the review process.

Many stakeholders wanted to see the zoning by-law allow
housing in zones where it is currently prohibited, such as in
commercial and light industrial areas. This would allow for
older shopping malls or underutilized commercial
properties be converted to housing, for example. This could
involve removing requirements for housing to only be
located above the first floor in commercial areas, as older
neigbourhoods may have unused main floor commercial
spaces that could instead be used for housing.

These relatively simple changes could open up large areas
of the city already serviced by sewer, water, and roads to
new housing opportunities.






4. Forecast to Meet Future Demand

Perceived Population Changes

The survey conducted for this study asked respondents how
they expected the population of Thunder Bay to change
over the next 20 years (Figure 3.1).

Overall, most respondents felt that change over the next
twenty years would be slow. 32% said they expected
Thunder Bay’s population to “grow slowly,” while 23%
expect a slight decline. A similar amount said they expected
the population to stay around current levels.

Fewer people expected major change. 11% thought the
population would grow rapidly over 20 years, while just 6%
of responses anticipate a rapid decline. 5% did not know
how to answer.

Stakeholders were similarly divided regarding the future of
Thunder Bay. Those predicting growth noted that
immigration is likely to continue to increase, with many new
immigrants expected to stay in Thunder Bay. Others

believed that Thunder Bay will see population growth due
to new mine expansion in the area—that if there are any
new mining operations within a few hundred kilometres,
there is a high likelihood of staff living in Thunder Bay if
suitable housing is available.

Other stakeholders were more pessimistic. One said,
“Developers are always saying, ‘The mining boom is coming,
where are we going to house all these people?’, but there
has always been a ‘boom’ just around the corner in Thunder
Bay. For decades it has always been ‘coming’”. Others noted
that smaller municipalities in the region are attracting
growth and some of this will “eat into” the population of
the City of Thunder Bay over the next twenty years.

While none of these predictions about the future of
Thunder Bay are scientific, they do help to provide a sense
of lived experience of population changes that are useful
when combined with more detailed population data.

-

-

\
Survey Responses to the Question, "In the Next 20 Years, | Expect the Population
of Thunder Bay to..." (Select one response)
Number of responses (n=247)
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
[ | | T | | |
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Decline slowly WIS S S S S S 25%
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Figure 3.1: Survey Responses on Population Changes in Thunder Bay Over the Next 20 Years

Population Projections

This section provides three population projections for the

future of Thunder Bay: a low-growth scenario, medium-
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growth scenario, and high-growth scenario. The projections
are based on socio-economic, economic and demographic
trends in the City of Thunder Bay and larger region,
including historic changes in population, population
demographics, information on the local economy and

employment, and through Ontario’s Long-Term Report on
the Economy (Ministry of Finance, 2020). Note that these
projections use census data, and therefore do not reflect
for the uncounted residents discussed in Section 2.

Low-Growth Scenario

The low-growth scenario (Figure 3.2) provides a population
change forecast based on the average five-year change over
the last twenty years (2001 — 2021). During this period, the
census population of Thunder Bay decreased by a five-year
average of 0.04%. According to these projections, the 2045

population of Thunder Bay would be 108,637, a slight
decrease of 206 people. This scenario essentially presents
an option where the population remains stable from
current numbers.

City of Thunder Bay 2021-2045
Low Growth Scenario (Using -0.04% 5-year growth rate)

109,400
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2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2045
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Figure 3.2: City of Thunder Bay 2021-2045 Low-Growth Scenario
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Medium Growth Scenario

The medium-growth scenario (Figure 3.3) is based on an
extrapolation of the average five-year change of 0.87%,
which was experienced over the last 5-year period (2016 —
2021). If Thunder Bay’s population grew by this average
rate over the next few decades, the population would grow
to 113,636 by 2045, an increase of 4,793 people from the
2021 census.

This growth rate is slightly higher than the long-term
growth projections for Northwestern Ontario (a growth
rate of 0.62% per 5-year period), as provided in Ontario’s
Long-Term Report on the Economy (June 2020). This report

includes demographic trends and projections for the
Province of Ontario to the year 2046. It also provides more
specific projections for different regions in the province.

For Northern Ontario, the report says, “Population growth
trends for the North changed significantly over the past few
years, driven by rapid growth in the number of non-
permanent residents living in the region. The population of
Northern Ontario is projected to remain relatively stable,
with a slight increase of 2.0 per cent, from 811,000 in 2019
to 828,000 by 2046. Within the North, the Northeast is
projected to see its population edging up by 10,000, or 2.0
per cent, from 568,000 to 579,000. The Northwest is also
projected to experience slight population growth of 6,000
people, or 2.5 per cent, from 243,000 to 249,000.” Thisis an
average growth-rate of 0.62% over a 5-year period.

City of Thunder Bay 2021-2045
Medium Growth Scenario (Using 0.87% growth rate)

115,000
114,000
113,000
112,000
111,000
110,000
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104,000
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2006 2011 2016 2021 2026 2031

2036
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2045

Projected Pop.

109,016

109,140 | 108,359 | 107,909 | 108,843 | 109,785 | 110,735

111,694

112,661

113,636

Year/
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Figure 3.3: City of Thunder Bay 2021-2045 Medium-Growth Scenario



https://www.ontario.ca/document/ontarios-long-term-report-economy/chapter-1-demographic-trends-and-projections
https://www.ontario.ca/document/ontarios-long-term-report-economy/chapter-1-demographic-trends-and-projections

High Growth Scenario

Figure 3.4 shows the high-growth scenario for the City of
Thunder Bay.

The high-growth scenario is based on a 2.8% average 5-year
growth rate. This growth rate equates to the highest growth
rate observed of the three comparison cities and Thunder
Bay over the last 20 years—the growth rate of Greater
Sudbury between 2016 and 2021. As described above,
Greater Sudbury has many of the same characteristics as

the City of Thunder Bay and it is plausible that the growth
rate experienced in one of these locations could realistically
be experienced in the other.

If this growth rate is applied to the City of Thunder Bay and
extrapolated over a 20-year period, this would equate to a
population of 124,959 in the year 2045. This is an increase
of 16,116 people from the census population in 2021.

City of Thunder Bay 2021-2045
High Growth Scenario (Using 2.8% growth rate)

130,000

125,000
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\
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2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2045
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Figure 3.4: City of Thunder Bay 2021-2045 High-Growth Scenario
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The Three Scenarios

Figure 3.5 shows the three scenarios together on a chart.
Note that these projections vary from projections provided
in some other documents for the City of Thunder Bay. The
Thunder Bay Employment Land Strategy (2020), for
example, includes a “High Growth” scenario with a
population of approximately 132,500 by the year 2045 and

a “High+ Growth” scenario with a population of
approximately 151,950 by 2045. It is possible that Thunder
Bay may experience a population boom, due, for example,
to a large new mine opening; however, the Thunder Bay
Housing Land Needs Study and Strategy is focusing on
observed trends in recent history in northwestern Ontario.

City of Thunder Bay Population Projections (2021-2045)
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125,000 /
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2001 2006 2011 2016 2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2045
—&— Low Growth 109,016 | 109,140 | 108,359 | 107,909 | 108,843 | 108,802 | 108,761 | 108,719 | 108,678 | 108,637
—8— Medium Growth | 109,016 | 109,140 | 108,359 | 107,909 | 108,843 | 109,785 | 110,735 | 111,694 | 112,661 | 113,636
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Figure 3.5: City of Thunder Bay Population Projections (2021-2045)
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Future Housing Need

Table 3.1 shows a table of projected housing needs for the
next twenty years using estimates for the three population
projections based on: the current deficit in the housing
stock (865 housing units); the rate of retirement of housing

Table 3.1: Future Housing Need by Growth Scenario

stock (103 units/5-year period); and the OECD target
housing standard of 462 housing units per 1,000 residents
(counted for all new residents projected after the year
2021).

Year Low Growth Scenario Medium Growth Scenario High Growth Scenario
Projected | Change from | New Housing | Projected |Change from| New Housing Projected |Change from | New Housing
Pop. 2021 Needed* Pop. 2021 Needed* Pop. 2021 Needed*

2021 | 108,843 0 865 108,843 0 865 108,843 0 865
2026 108,802 -41 968 109,785 942 1,403 111,891 3,048 2,376
2031 | 108,761 -82 1,071 110,735 1,892 1,945 115,024 6,181 3,926
2036 | 108,719 -124 1,174 111,694 2,851 2,491 118,244 9,401 5,517
2041 | 108,678 -165 1,277 112,661 3,818 3,041 121,555 12,712 7,150
2045 | 108,637 -206 1,380 113,636 4,793 3,594 124,959 16,116 8,825

*Based on existing housing deficit of 865 and an average of 103 residential units lost in a 5-year period, plus factoring in OECD standards of 462

housing units per 1,000 residents for new residents from 2021.

Thunder Bay Housing Target

Since 2016, Thunder Bay has averaged constructing 190
new dwelling units per year. This “business as usual”
construction rate will not be sufficient to meet the
projected number of housing units needed in most growth

scenarios.

As of August 21, 2023, the Ontario government assigned
the City of Thunder Bay a housing target of 2,200 new
homes by the year 2031. This would require the
construction of 220 housing units per year over the ten-year
period between 2021 and 2031, a 16% increase from the
current average annual number of units built in Thunder

Bay (190).

While this target is ambitious, the City has taken recent
actions to reduce barriers and continues to work on policy

Desired Housing Types

review with the goals of increasing the rate of housing
construction. These efforts appear to be working. In 2023,
301 new units were built in the calendar year. This number
extrapolates to 6,020 over twenty years. This would exceed
the projected amount of housing needed under the
medium growth scenario in this report, although still not
meet the projected needs in the high-growth scenario.

Following written confirmation from the mayor of Thunder
Bay that the City pledges to meet the official housing target,
Thunder Bay has been identified as a city with Strong Mayor
Powers under Ontario Regulation 530/22 and will have
access to the Ontario “Building Faster Fund” if it meets at
least 80% of its annual target for 2023-2025. The targets
are: 161 in 2023 (exceeded), 183 in 2024, and 220 in 2025.



This section discusses the targeted proportions of different
housing types to meet the future housing demand in the
City of Thunder Bay over the next twenty years, looking at
the different types of housing including single-detached
units, townhouses, and apartments, along with unique
housing types such as tiny homes.

Figure 3.6 shows the survey responses to the question, “Do
you feel more variety of housing is needed in Thunder Bay?”
Respondents overwhelmingly indicated support for more
housing options, with 86% agreeing more variety is needed.
Only 8% felt there was enough variety in existing housing
while 6% did not know how to answer.

s

-

\
Survey Responses to the Question, "Do You Feel More Variety of Housing is
Needed in Thunder Bay?" (Select one response)
Number of Responses (n=261)
0 50 100 150 200 250
[ [ I [
Yes, more variety is needed. 86%
No, there are already enough housing options. 8%
I don't know. 6%
J

Figure 3.6: Survey Responses on Need for More Variety of Housing (2023)

Figure 3.7 shows survey responses to a question asking
participants to identify how much more of each housing
type will be needed in Thunder Bay over the next 20 years?
Respondents were asked if they thought Thunder Bay will

” o«

need “many more,” “some more,” or “no more/already
enough” of 15 different housing types over the next 20
years. They also had an option to choose “l don’t know” (not

shown on the graph).

The types of housing that respondents said were most
needed were: Assisted living, entry-level / affordable
single-detached houses, 55+ / seniors living, and small
apartments, followed closely by other supportive housing.

For single-detached houses, respondents generally said
Thunder Bay needs more entry level/affordable homes,
some more mid-priced homes, and few additional high-end
homes. The expressed need for certain single-detached
the high
homeownership percentages of people in the 55-75 age

housing types is likely correlated to
cohort (baby boomers) and the 75+ cohort, who are staying

in houses rather than moving into apartments or
condominiums.

Respondents saw a clear need for more duplexes and
townhouses / rowhouses, with a small percentage feeling
there is already enough of each.

When asked about apartments, respondents preferred

small buildings (under 5-storeys) to large buildings (over 5-
storeys), but support was strong for both.

Regarding tiny homes, 68% of respondents said many (37%)
or some (31%) more tiny homes were needed in Thunder
Bay in the future.

Respondents also had favourable opinions on co-op
housing, with 34% saying many more were needed and 28%
saying some more are needed. One participant said, “Co-
operative housing is a proven model. Thunder Bay has 3
housing co-operatives that | know of, all self-supporting. All
self-governing. The City of Thunder Bay should be

supporting this model.”

Participants had mixed opinions on condominiums, with
37% of respondents feeling there was already enough, 34%
suggesting some more are needed, and 17% saying many
more were needed.

Secondary suites received high levels of support (56%
saying many or some more were needed) but also had the
highest rate of “l don’t know” responses.

Rural housing was dominated by “already enough”
responses (46%). 32% said some more or many more rural

housing units were needed.



Survey Responses to the Question, "When You Think of The Following Types of
Housing, How Much More of Each Type Will Be Needed in Thunder Bay Over the Next
20 Years?"

Rural housing

Secondary suites

Tiny homes

Co-op housing

Other supportive housing

Assisted living

55+/Seniors Living

Condominiums

Large apartments (over 5-storeys)
Small apartments (under 5-storeys)
Townhouses/rowhouses

Duplexes

High-end single detached houses
Mid-priced single-detached houses
Entry Level/affordable single-detached houses

o

B Many more needed

\_

50

Some more needed

37
38

76 12

82 15

91 21

39

44

50
72 27

100

Number of Responses (n=237)

150 200 250

No more/already enough

Figure 3.7: Survey Responses to Question on Need for Future Housing Types

These comments were largely echoed by housing
stakeholders, who had a wide range of answers regarding

which housing types were most needed in Thunder Bay.

Stakeholders highlighted that students need access to
affordable student housing rentals during school and
entry-level homes to retain them long-term as new
graduates. Stakeholders stressed that student housing is
one of the big housing challenges facing Thunder Bay.

Stakeholders also reiterated that seniors need affordable,
accessible buildings with the option for assisted living.
Alternative models of affordability like co-ops, rent-to-own
properties, and tiny homes were suggested, as well as
transitional housing for those experiencing homelessness.
Stakeholders noted that there is a gap in safe and accessible
housing that supports women and transgender people

Location of New Housing

The survey asked respondents the question, “What factors
would be important if you were looking to move to a new

experiencing homelessness.

Indigenous stakeholders highlighted the need for stable,
permanent lifetime housing while recognizing that 1-
bedroom housing is the most sought-after.

Several stakeholders identified a particular need for
housing to serve the mining and forestry industries, which
could range from short-term or long-term rentals to larger

rural properties.

This demographic and others may also have an appetite for
higher end multifamily units and condos, as well as single
family, larger, suburban style homes with frontage, which
were not identified as high needs by the public in the
community survey.

home or place of residence in Thunder Bay?” The responses
are shown in Figure 3.8. The survey shows the highest



priorities for people looking to move within Thunder Bay
include safety, affordability, access to trails and parks, and
proximity to shops and culture.

The most popular response, selected by 62.3% of
respondents (154 individual responses), was the desire for
an “area that feels safe”. This answer was given at nearly a
3:2 ratio over the next most popular answers, “less
expensive rent/mortgage” and “access to trails/parks.”

An additional 30.4% of respondents selected “I'm perfectly
happy with my current home” as the fourth most popular
answer, while “closer to shops/culture” rounded out the
top five.

After the fifth answer, there is a much lower degree of
separation between options until reaching the bottom 3
answers. These were “closer to other family members”
(9.3%), “I'm looking to leave Thunder Bay” (6.1%), and
“other” (5.3%).

-

Survey Responses to the Question, "What Factors Would Be Important if You
Were Looking to Move to a New Home/Place of Residence in Thunder Bay?"
(Select all that apply)

\

Number of responses (n=261)
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I'm looking to leave Thunder Bay _

1

3

-

Figure 3.8: Survey Responses on Important Factors for a New Place to Live in Thunder Bay
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Figure 3.9 shows survey responses to the question about
where the City of Thunder Bay should be looking for places
to develop housing.

According to most respondents, the City of Thunder Bay
should encourage infill over greenfield development when
looking for new housing sites. Among infill options, building
on empty lots in existing urban areas was the most popular
response, selected by 83% of respondents (more than 200
individual respondents).

Acquiring deteriorated homes for demolition to build in
higher densities was also popular, receiving support from
78%.

Repurposing underutilized or vacant commercial and
industrial sites were third and fourth with 73% and 64%
respectively.

Using educational or other institutional sites toward the
same goal was less popular, receiving support from 54% of
respondents.

Despite the popularity of infill options, only 52% said the
City should encourage increasing density in existing
neighbourhoods, suggesting that some who support infill
are concerned about rapid increases in density from the
current housing stock in built-up neighbourhoods.

Suburban greenfield development options were relatively
unpopular overall. Fewer than one in five (18%) supported
new subdivisions beyond the existing urban area.

Only 16% supported the idea of the City “exploring all public
and private lands for housing, even if it meant using existing
greenspace if necessary”.

The “other” response was selected by 6% and consisted
infill
development over new subdivisions outside the urban area,

mostly of respondents stressing the need for

as well as highlighting the need for affordable housing. Only
2 respondents (1%) said “none of the above.”

-
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Survey responses to the question, "When Looking for Places to Develop Housing,
Thunder Bay Should Encourage..." (Select all that apply)
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Figure 3.9: Survey Responses on Places to Develop Housing in Thunder Bay

Stakeholders largely agreed with residents in the survey

that land already serviced by the city should be prioritized



over greenfield development, and housing should be
located near transit and other amenities.

While some stakeholders acknowledged the desire for new
housing subdivisions in the rural areas, most said Thunder
Bay should focus on making use of existing infrastructure
and reuse of vacant buildings or lots in mature

neighborhoods.

Stakeholders and survey respondents also highlighted
several specific locations where they wanted to see new
housing development, including the Lakehead Psychiatric
Hospital, the Waterfront, and Fort William.

Target Proportion of Housing Type for New Construction

Figure 3.10 shows the targeted proportions of different
housing types and locations (where relevant) for new
housing required to meet the housing demand in the City of
Thunder Bay from now until the year 2045.

The percentages are based on balancing current trends and
the demand for future housing types shown in the research
in this housing study and the policies in Thunder Bay’s

Official Plan, which generally encourage the development
of higher density dwelling types before lower density
housing forms. Note that these percentages are targets
only and may be adjusted based on changing demand and
land availability.

More details on each housing type are provided below.

2045 Target Distribution of New Housing by Type,
City of Thunder Bay, Compared to Recent Construction and Existing
Distribution
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4000 37%
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16%
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Apartmentin a

Apartmentin a
detached & row house building that has fewer building that has five

than five storeys or more storeys

= Existing (Total) = Recent (2016 - 2022) = 2045 (New Housing Target)

Figure 3.10: 2045 Target distribution of new housing by type, City of Thunder Bay, compared to recent construction and existing distribution

Single-detached housing (rural)

The new housing target for single-detached homes in the

rural area is 3% of the total number of housing units
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developed from now until 2045. Rural single-detached
homes have historically comprised 9% of the total housing
supply in the City of Thunder Bay. In recent years (2016 to
2022), 6% of all new housing units have been developed in
the rural area.

The research and community engagement undertaken for
this study has shown that there will still be a demand for
rural housing over the next twenty years; however, it also
showed that future growth in this area will need to be done
sustainably so as to reduce the need for the costly extension
of infrastructure and servicing to new areas.

A 3% target will allow for the continued development of
housing types that need to be located in the rural area (such
as rural lots that support small-scale sustainable
agricultural operations, horse stables, etc.) and to support
other new development types that may benefit from being
located in a more rural setting such as a tiny house
community or conservation subdivisions / cluster
developments, and so forth. Further discussion of these
alternatives are included in the recommendations section
of this report.

Single-detached housing (urban)

The new housing target for single-detached housing in the
urban area is 27% of all projected new dwelling units. This
is a significant decrease from existing housing proportions
in Thunder Bay, where single-detached housing in the
urban area comprises 58% of all units. However, this
percentage has already been decreasing in recent years.
From 2016 to 2022, urban single-detached housing made
up only 37% of all new units. These trends are expected to
continue in the future as Thunder Bay looks to increase
density within the urban boundary as a means of addressing
rising costs for infrastructure and creating more
environmentally sustainable neighbourhoods to address
climate change mitigation and adaptation.

Notwithstanding the overall desire for increased housing
density in the city, there will remain a demand and a need
for single-detached housing over the next twenty years.

The single-detached housing category encompasses more
than middle-class single-family housing. It also includes
entry-level homes and other types of affordable housing
(e.g. Habitat for Humanity homes) and emerging housing
forms such as tiny houses and modular housing.

The majority of existing urban single-detached units in the
City of Thunder Bay are within the Urban Low-rise (UL) zone
(87% of all single dwelling units in the City, compared to
13% in the rural area). The new single-detached housing
target recognizes the ongoing desire for this housing type,
with the understanding that up to four housing units are
now permitted on each lot in the UL zone in the City under
updated zoning rules. To meet future housing needs, it is
anticipated that construction of accessory dwelling units
(ADUs), duplexes, and apartments will increasingly replace
single-detached houses over the next twenty years.

Duplex, semi-detached, and row house

Thunder Bay is targeting 25% of housing created between
now and 2045 as duplexes, semi-detached houses, and row
houses. This is an increase from the historical proportion of
these unit types in Thunder Bay (12% of existing units).
However, demand for these housing types has increased
significantly in recent years. From 2016 to 2022, 20% of new
units in Thunder Bay were duplexes, semi-detached, or row
houses. With recent changes to the zoning by-law
permitting up to four units on lots in the Urban Low-Rise
(UL) zone, including secondary suites / backyard homes, it
is anticipated that the number of these housing types will
continue to grow over the next twenty years.



Apartment (under five storeys)

Apartments in buildings under five storeys have always
provided a significant number of housing units in Thunder
Bay. This size of apartment building is usually classified as
the “missing middle” in larger cities, where housing is most
often found in high-rise apartments or in detached
dwellings. In Thunder Bay, these buildings are still fairly
common.

Historically, 16% of all dwelling units in Thunder Bay are
found in this building type. Recently (between 2016 and
2022), an estimated 32% of housing units built were in
apartments under five stories. With support, Thunder Bay
will target 37% of all new housing units as apartments in
buildings under five storeys between now and 2045. This
type of housing will primarily be situated in urban medium
density zones, including the UM — Urban Mid-rise Zone, and,
to a lesser extent, the UX — Urban Mixed-use Zone, NC —
Neighbourhood Commercial Zone, and the MS — Main
Street Zone where these buildings may be part of mixed-
use developments (such as those with ground floor
commercial activity) that can help to improve urban vitality
and the revitalization of downtown core areas.

This category includes some of the housing types that were
identified as the most in-demand by survey respondents,
including: Assisted living, 55+/seniors living, small
apartments, co-op housing and other supportive housing
types. Current zoning regulations allow for a full range of
housing needs and tenure to be accommodated in the same
building.

Apartment (over five storeys)

Apartments in buildings with five or more storeys comprise
5% of the existing housing supply in the City of Thunder Bay.
In recent years, an estimated 6% of all housing in Thunder
Bay is housing of this type. With these types of
developments, even a single project can contribute a
significant portion of the housing units constructed in the
city on an annual basis.

Because these buildings contain many floors of housing,
they are often the most efficient way to add units in small
footprints on the land (although row housing and small
apartments can also add significant density without using
significant land). They are found primarily in urban high-
density zones such as the UH — Urban High-rise Zone, and,
to a lesser extent, the DN — Downtown Neighbourhood
Zone (although this zone is not exclusively residential).

With funding and council support, the City of Thunder Bay
will target 8% of new housing over the next twenty years to
be apartments in buildings of five or more storeys, which
can support many desired housing types, including 55+
seniors living, condominiums, and co-op housing.



Total Projected Housing Need by Type

Table 3.2 shows the total projected housing units, by type,
that are needed in Thunder Bay by the year 2045. They are
presented according to the three growth scenarios
identified in Table 3.1 and based on the target housing type
percentages shown in Figure 3.10.

Table 3.2: Total Projected Housing Units, by Type, Needed in Thunder Bay by 2045

The final column shows the primary land use zones where
each dwelling type is likely to be located, based on existing
land use patterns and zoning requirements. This
information will be used in the inventory of current to
assess if there is a gap between housing demand and
availability of appropriate lots for development.

Units Needed By 2045
. Low-Growth B High-Growth Primary Land Use
Dwelling Type . Growth .
Scenario X Scenario Zones
Scenario
Single-detached house (rural) 41 108 265 Rural Zones
g (RU, RS1)
. Urban Low-Density
Single-detached house (urban) 373 970 2,383 Zones (UL)
Urban Low-Densit
Duplex, semi-detached & row house 345 899 2,206 roan tow-uensity
Zones (UL)
Urban Medium-
Apartment (<5 storeys) 511 1,330 3,265 Density Zones
(UM, UX, NC, MS)
Urban High-Density
Apartment (5+ storeys) 110 288 706 Zones (UM, DN)
TOTAL 1,380 3,594 8,825







This section describes the spatial inventory of existing
housing and the residential land supply in the City of
Thunder Bay undertaken as part of this project.

Assessed Value Per Acre

Figure 4.1 shows a map of the assessed value per acre of
every parcel in the City of Thunder Bay while Figure 4.2
visualizes the same data in three dimensions. The maps
were created using assessed value for properties provided
by the Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (MPAC),
which were then divided by the area of each parcel to give
a value per acre. The maps show assessed values for all
properties in Thunder Bay, not only residential lots.

Note that typically, property assessments in Ontario are
conducted every four years; however, assessments have
been frozen since 2016 because of the COVID-19 pandemic,
therefore assessed values reflect 2016 values rather than
current values. This should not affect interpretation of the
map shown in Figure 4.1, as property values shown are
relative to other property values.

The map highlights a few key facts regarding assessed value
per acre. In general, the lowest values per acre (shown in
green on the map) are found within the rural areas of
Thunder Bay. The value of these properties is generally less
than $100,000 per acre. This is because rural properties are

5. Inventory of Current Residential Land Supply and Housing

A corresponding GIS dataset has been provided to the City
of Thunder Bay as a component of this study’s deliverables.

notably larger than urban properties but are not assessed
correspondingly higher than urban properties. This dynamic
is best illustrated by Figure 4.2, where the assessed value of
a property is expressed by the height of each data point.

As a rule, the highest values per acre (shown in red or
purple on the map) are found in the downtown areas and
in the newer subdivisions, such as those in the northwest
corner of the urban area. These properties have assessed
values greater than $2,000,000 per acre—more than 20
times greater than the identified parcels in the rural area.

The comparative value of more dense forms of residential
development compared to larger rural lots should guide
council decisions related to permitting and incentivizing
certain types of residential development as well as
strategies related to cost recovery for new development,
depending upon location.
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Figure 4.1: Assessed Value Per Acre, City of Thunder Bay (based on MPAC assessment data, 2023)
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Figure 4.2: Assessed Value Per Acre, City of Thunder Bay, visualized in 3D (based on MPAC assessment data, 2023)
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Existing Residential Land Supply

This section includes an analysis of the characteristics of the
existing residential supply in Thunder Bay. The assessment
is based on a spatial analysis of Geographic Information
(GIS) data that property
assessment information with lot size data, zoning and
Official
constraints.

System cross-references

Plan information, and physical development

This information is used to provide a complete picture of
housing in the City of Thunder Bay according to zoning
category and cross-referenced by housing size.

Table 4.1 shows numbers of housing units in the City of
Thunder Bay within each zone and land use area. The
majority of housing units in Thunder Bay are provided in

i
S

Urban Neighbourhoods (more than 44,000 dwelling units),
with most of these located in the Urban Low-Rise Zone. This
zone alone provides 34,652 total dwelling units—more than
66% of all dwelling units in the city.

In contrast, housing in the rural areas makes up just 9% of
the overall housing inventory in Thunder Bay, with 3,548
units in rural areas (7%) and 1,176 in rural settlements (2%).

Small portions of the overall housing totals are located in
other areas—most of these are a result of housing that is
“grandfathered” into a zone even though future housing in
these areas may not be appropriate or desired in the City’s
Official Plan.
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Table 4.1: Count of Dwelling Units by Type per Zone / Land Use Area

Zone 1Units 2Units 3Units 4Units 5Units 6Units 7Units 8Units 9Units 10Units 11+ Condo Total

Rural Areas 3,548
RU 3,153 37 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 54 3529
RUC 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 o o 17
RR 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o o0 2
RwalSettlements 176
RSI 1160 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o o0 1172
RS2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o o 4
Urban Neighbourhoods 44,059
UL 28642 1615 370 192 44 55 1 14 8 3 7 12 34652
UM 419 37 12 39 14 63 4 12 4 4 147 1,393 7,837
UH O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 516 1,261
Ux 65 22 8 7 4 1 1 0 1 0 6 0 304
NC 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 o o0 5
Pedestrian Commercial Areas g2
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c™M 18 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22
NatwalHeritageAreas
- 228 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 244
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Existing Density by Zoning Type

Table 4.2 shows the housing density of existing lots for all The UM — Urban Mid-rise Zone has an average density of
primary residential zones in the City of Thunder Bay, for lots 51.3 units per hectare (or 20.7 units per acre). Other mixed-
that have a minimum of 1 dwelling unit (vacant lots are not use zones with a similar level of density include the UX —
included in the calculation). The table also excludes Urban Mixed-use Zone, NC — Neighbourhood Commercial
residential condominiums, although these are included in Zone, and the MS — Main Street Zone.

the total dwelling unit count on Table 4.1 (MPAC classifies

condominiums as single units but uses the size of the total The UH — Urban High-rise Zone has the greatest density, at
lot for all area calculations; if included in this table, it would 90.2 units per hectare (36.5 units per acre). The DN —
lead to errors when calculating the number of units per Downtown Neighbourhood zone, at 71.4 units per hectare,
hectare of land area). is also considered high-density.

Not surprisingly, the rural areas have the lowest number of Increasing the supply of units with these higher densities
units per hectare. In the RU — Rural Zone, where most of and trying to increase the density of new developments in
Thunder Bay’s rural dwellings are located, there is an each of these zones will be essential in order for Thunder
average density of 0.3 units per hectare (or 0.13 units per Bay to achieve greater overall densities in its
acre). neighbourhoods.

The urban neighbourhood areas have the highest number
of units per hectare. The UL — Urban Low-rise Zone, has an
average density of 19.2 units per hectare (7.8 units per

acre).

Table 4.2: Housing Density of Existing Lots in Primary Residential Zones (for lots with a minimum of 1 dwelling unit)

iz EX|_st|ng Total Existing Avg. Units / | Total Area | Avg. Lot Size Ayg.
Zone Dwelling " Units /
o Lots Lot (ha.) (ha.)
Units
Rural Areas
RU 3,475 3,195 1.1 10,078.6 3.15 0.3 0.3

1,166 1.0 564.8 0.48 2.1 2.1
Urban Neighbourhoods
uL 34,640 30,951 1.1 1,805.1 0.06 17.1 19.2
umMm 6,444 757 8.5 125.7 0.17 6.0 51.3
UH 745 6 124.2 8.3 1.38 0.7 90.2
UX 304 115 2.6 7.6 0.07 15.1 40.0
NC 5 2 2.5 0.1 0.06 15.8 39.4

259 66 3.9 4.5 0.07 14.8 58.0
1,211 219 5.5 17.0 0.08 12.9 71.4
*Total dwelling units and existing lots counted in this table excludes lots with residential condominiums.

Density Targets
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Table 4.3 takes the average number of units per lot and the
average units per hectare from Table 4.2 and uses this The targets for each zone are discussed below the table.
baseline to establish future density targets for each of the
primary residential zones to guide the City of Thunder Bay’s
development over the next 20 years and help to estimate
the development potential of vacant and underutilized lots.

Table 4.3: Future Density Targets for Primary Residential Zones

Future Future

Avg. Units / Zoning Maximum Zoning Density Density

ha. Number of Homes / Maximum Target Target

(Existing) Density Units / ha. (Units / (Units /
Lot) Ha.)

Avg. Units /

Lot (Existing)

Rural Areas & Rural Settlements

2 ha minimum lot area

on large rural lots / 1 ha 0.5/(large lots}

RU 11 0.3 L 1.0 0.35 17%
minimum lot area on
1 (small lots)
small rural lots
RS1 1.0 2.1 1 ha minimum lot area 1 1.0 1* -52%
Urban Neighbourhoods
Apartments: 1 per 135
m?of lotarea (up to a 74
max of 4 per lot) (apartments)
UL 1.1 19.2 1.4 24 25%
Detached House: 1 per 67 (detached
150 m? of lot area (up to house)
a maximum of 3)
1 per 135 m?average
(540 m? for 4 homes and o
um 8.5 51.3 90 m? per each additional 109 9.5 57 12%
home over 4)
1 per 92 m? average
2
UH 124.2 90.2 (1100 m*for 12 homes 234 1385 101 12%
and 40 m?per each
additional home over 12)
UX 2.6 40 1 per 125 m?of lot area 109 2.95 45 12%
1 per 135 m?of lot area
average (540 m?for 4
NC 2.5 39.4 homes and 90 m?per 74 2.8 a4 12%
each additional home
over 4)

3.9 58 No maximum N/A 4.4 65 12%

- 5.5 71.4 No maximum N/A 6.2 80 12%



In the RU — Rural Zone, there is a maximum of one home
per lot. Increased density, therefore, can only come from
lot creation through land severances (consents). The
Official Plan places limits on lot severances through
minimum lot size and frontage requirements, which vary
depending upon the particular rural area (there are three
rural areas identified in the Official Plan). The Zoning By-
Law provides additional regulations for both large and small
rural lots. To encourage a slight increase in rural density
over the next 20 years, while recognizing the limited means
to increase this density without costly infrastructure
expansions, the future density targets are set for 0.35 units
per hectare. This is a 17% increase from the existing density
of 0.3 units/ha.

In the RS1 — Rural Settlement Zone, the current housing
density is 2.1 units per hectare. Due to the requirement of
lots that are a minimum of 1 hectare in size to
accommodate on-site sewage disposal, this level of density
is no longer permitted under the Zoning By-Law. The future
density target is therefore set at 1 housing unit per hectare,
based on the maximum allowable density for this zone.

The City of Thunder Bay’s Official Plan prioritizes increased
density in all residential zones in urban neighbourhoods.
The Official Plan says, “Residential intensification
represents the best opportunity for the provision of
affordable housing and is essential to making the most
efficient use of land, resources, infrastructure, and public
service facilities, while minimizing impacts on air quality
and climate change, promoting energy efficiency, and
supporting public transit and active transportation . . . This
Plan’s goal is that each year 20% of all new residential units
within the City’'s Urban Settlement Area are created
through residential intensification” (p. 75). Meeting this
goal requires increased density targets in all urban
neighbourhood zones.

The UL — Urban Low-rise Zone’s current density is 1.1
dwelling units per lot, or 19.2 units/ha. Recent changes to
the City’s zoning by-law now allow up to 4 homes on each
lot in the UL zone. While recognizing that demand for
single-detached dwellings in the UL zone will likely continue,
there are nonetheless numerous opportunities to increase
density in these zones over the next 20 years through the
City’s support for garden suites, duplexes, townhouses and

Inventory of Vacant or Underutilized Lots

This section includes a summary of the inventory of lots that

other forms of additional dwelling units. This will establish
a future density target of 1.4 units per lot or 24 units/ha, a
25% increase from existing development patterns.

The existing housing density in the UM — Urban Mid-rise
Zone is 8.5 units per lot or 51.3 units/ha. The existing
density in the UH — Urban High-Rise Zone is 124.2 units per
lot or 90.2 units per hectare. While these densities are
already significantly higher than in the UL zone, the City’s
Official Plan encourages further intensification in these
zones. With a 12% increase in density from existing
development, the future density target in the UM zone is
9.5 units per lot or 57 units/ha. At the same increase, the
UH zone will have a future density target of 138.5 units per
lot or 101 units per hectare.

Although the UX — Urban Mixed-Use Zone and the NC —
Neighbourhood Commercial Zone are not primarily
focused on residential development, these zones do
encourage “flexibility between small-scale pedestrian
oriented commercial uses and housing”. Existing housing
densities in these zones, for lots containing at least one
residential unit, is relatively similar (2.6 units per lot or 40
units/ha in the UL zone; 2.5 units per lot or 39.4 units/ha in
the NC zone). Using the same 12% increase in density as the
UM and UH zones, the future density target for the UX zone
becomes 2.95 units per lot or 45 units/ha. The target for the
NC zone becomes 2.8 units/lot or 44 units/ha.

There are two zones within pedestrian commercial areas
where housing is currently permitted under the City of
Thunder Bay Zoning By-Law: the MS — Main Street Zone
and the DN - Downtown Neighbourhood Zone. The
existing average housing density in the MS Zone, for lots
with at least one residential unit, is 3.9 units per lot or 58
units per hectare. The existing average density for lots in
the DN zone is 5.5 units per lot or 71.4 units/ha. The MS
Zone only permits housing above the ground floor, which is
reserved for commercial. The DN Zone allows apartments,
townhouses and other housing types as a main use. With an
increase in density at the same rate as in other mid- to high-
density zones (of 12%), the new target densities for the MS
Zone becomes 4.4 units per lot or 65 units/ha, while the
target for the DN Zone becomes 6.2 units per lot or 80
units/ha.

are potentially vacant or underutilized, based on



assessment data provided by the Municipal Property
Assessment Corporation (MPAC). A Geographic Information
System (GIS) was used to spatially join the City of Thunder
Bay zoning by-law mapping data with the MPAC assessment
data for analysis.

The study identified several categories of lots that could be

vacant or underutilized. The purpose of this analysis is to
estimate the total residential development potential of
existing lots in the City of Thunder Bay, to advise the
determination of whether or not expansion into additional
areas for development will be necessary in the future.

Privately-Owned Potentially Vacant Lots in Urban Neighbourhoods

Vacant Lots in Urban Neighbourhoods with Road Access

The first category in the inventory includes privately-owned
vacant lots currently zoned for residential development in
urban neighbourhoods. These are lots that are mostly ready
to develop, with existing road access and easy access to
municipal water and sewer infrastructure.

In order to meet the criteria as vacant or underutilized, the
properties had to: include zero existing dwelling units
(based on MPAC assessment data); have total structure
value less than $20,000 (to exclude sites that are already
built up with non-residential uses); have an active &
effective frontage greater than 6 metres (20 feet) to
exclude narrow parcels of land not suitable for housing (the
zoning by-law does not permit buildings on lots with less
than 6.0 m of lot frontage on a street (11.1.1); and did not
have zoning holding provisions related to environmental
hazards (H15) covering all or the majority of the parcel,
which would likely make development challenging.

The inventory also excluded lands that were identified as
railway lands, lands part of the Hydro One right-of-way or
transformer stations, or cemeteries. Properties that are
identified as surface parking lots are assessed separately in
a section below, as are properties owned by the City of
Thunder Bay. The assessment also used visual adjustments
to remove parcels that appeared to be incorrectly identified
or assessed by the MPAC data.

Table 4.4 and Figure 4.3 show the vacant lots that meet the
above criteria and are located in urban residential
neighbourhoods identified in the zoning by-law.

These include lots in the UL — Urban Low-Rise Zone, UM —
Urban Mid-Rise Zone, UH — Urban High-Rise Zone, UX —
Urban Mixed-Use Zone, and NC - Neighbourhood
Commercial Zone.

There are currently 447 potentially vacant lots in zones
within urban neighbourhoods that meet the criteria,
ranging in size from 252 m? to 25 hectares (62 acres), with
a total area of 141 hectares (348 acres). The sites are
primarily in the UL (351 sites) and UM zones (68 sites).
These lots appear to be, in most cases, relatively ready to
develop, with nearby connection to water and sewer
services. In some areas, lot severances will be required
before development can occur (particularly in several large
UL properties shown on the map).

Table 4.4 calculates the total number of potential housing
units available on these lots, without rezoning, by applying
the density targets discussed in the previous section to the
total area of available vacant lots in urban neighbourhoods.
These calculations lead to a target of 4,085 potential units
in privately-owned vacant lots in urban neighbourhoods.
Note that the total unit potential could be increased if parts
of the large UL zoned sites are rezoned to higher UM or UH
densities during the lot severance process.
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Figure 4.3: Vacant Lots in Urban Neighbourhoods with Road Access

Table 4.4: Vacant Lots in Urban Neighbourhoods: Residential Development Potential

Zone Lots Area Total (m2) Area Total (ha.) Densityh::g:)(units / Target Unit Potential
uL 351 1,203,411 120.3 24 2,888
um 68 138,247 13.8 57 788
UH 4 19,290 1.9 101 195
Ux 20 28,708 2.9 45 129
NC 4 19,204 1.9 44 84
Total 447 1,408,859 140.9 4,085




Vacant Lots in Urban Neighbourhoods with No Road Access

Table 4.5 and Figure 4.4 show vacant lots in Urban
Neighbourhoods that meet all of the criteria above, except
that they currently do not have road access. Roads would
need to be extended to these areas prior to development.
There are currently 22 potentially vacant lots within zones
in urban neighbourhoods that meet these criteria, ranging
from 297 m? to 12,087 m? in size, for a total area of 6.5

hectares (16 acres).

Based on the minimum lot sizes for each zone specified, this
equates to a target development potential of 206 housing
units. Due to the added cost to extend a road to these lots
(in addition to other servicing requirements), it is less likely
that these lots will be developed over the next 20 years than

other lots in the urban area with existing road access.
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Figure 4.4: Vacant Lots in Urban Neighbourhoods with No Road Access

Table 4.5: Vacant Lots in Urban Neighbourhoods With No Existing Road Access: Residential Development Potential

Zone Lots Area Total (m2) Area Total (ha.) Density Target (units / ha.) Target Unit Potential
uL 19 51,032 5.1 24 122
UM 2 12,062 1.2 57 69
UH 1 1,519 0.2 101 15

Total 22 64,614 6.5 206

Privately-Owned Vacant Rural Lots Currently Zoned for Residential Development




Privately-Owned Vacant Rural Lots with Road Access

The inventory of potentially vacant or underutilized lots
also includes privately-owned vacant rural lots that are
currently zoned for residential development.

Table 4.6 and Figure 4.5 show there are currently 457
potentially vacant lots within the rural area that meet these
criteria, ranging in size from 0.0387 hectares (0.09 acres) to
107 hectares (265 acres) in size.

The total area of all potentially vacant lots in the rural area
is 3,023.5 hectares (7,471 acres). Because lot severances in
the rural area are restricted due to Official Plan policies, the
density target for this area utilizes the units per lot target
rather than the units per hectares. This equates to a total
target development potential of 457 units.
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Table 4.6: Privately-Owned Vacant Rural Lots with Existing Road Access: Residential Development Potential

Zone | Lots Area Total (m2) Area Total (ha.) Density Target (units / lot) Target Unit Potential
RU 391 27,646,991 2,764.7 1 391

RS1 66 2,587,946 258.8 1 66

Total | 457 30,234,937 3,023 2 457

Privately-Owned Vacant Rural Lots with no Road Access

Table 4.7 and Figure 4.6 show there are currently 162

privately owned potentially vacant lots in the rural area



without existing road access, ranging in size from 1,888 m?
(.47 acres) to 124 hectares (307 acres), for a total area of
970 hectares (2,397 acres).

Official Plan policies prevent the “opening of new roads or
existing unopened road allowances, and the extension of

existing roads within areas designated as Rural, with

exception of the Rural Settlement Areas...”
Of the vacant sites examined here, 43 lots are within the
Rural Settlement Area where roads could be extended,

each leading to one potential unit. The other sites are
located outside the Rural Settlement Areas; there is no

development potential for these lots unless Official Plan

policies change.
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Figure 4.6: Privately-Owned Vacant Rural Lots Without Existing Road Access
Table 4.7: Privately-Owned Vacant Rural Lots Without Existing Road Access: Residential Development Potential
Density Target
Zone Lots Area Total (m?) Area Total (ha.) | Target (units Unit
/ lot) Potential
RU 118 9,594,876 959.5 N/A N/A
RS1 —in Rural Settlement Area 43 92,431 9.2 1 43
RS1 —not in Rural Settlement Area 1 2274 0.22 N/A N/A
Total 162 9,689,582 969.0 43

Vacant City-Owned Properties Currently Zoned for Residential Development




Urban Residential City-Owned Properties with Road Access
Because the City of Thunder Bay owns these properties, it
is very likely they could be developed over the next twenty

Table 4.8 and Figure 4.7 show there are currently 65 vacant

properties owned by the City in Urban Neighbourhood
zones, with areas from 207 m? to 45,799 m?. Collectively, years. However, there is the potential that some of these
properties may be developed for uses other than housing

the properties are 14.4 hectares (35.6 acres) in size. Using
or may have other barriers that limit their development

the identified density targets, and without rezoning, they
would have a target potential of 862 dwelling units. potential.

Legend

Zone Description

NC - Neighbourhood
J Commercial Zone

UH - Urban High-Rise
(- Zone

UL - Urban Low Rise
: Zone

UM - Urban Mid-Rise
L Zone

L

UX - Urban Mixed Use
L] Zone

= == Urban Settlement Area

Thunder Bay Municipal
(- Boundary

-----

Scale: 1:63,000
0 05 1 2 3 4

Figure 4.7: Vacant City-Owned Properties in Urban Neighbourhoods with Road Access

Table 4.8: Vacant City-Owned Properties in Urban Neighbourhoods with Access: Residential Development Potential

Zone | Lots | Area Total (m2) | Area Total (ha.) | Density Target (units / hectare) | Target Unit Potential
UL 51 49,184 4.9 24 118
UM 9 42,507 4.3 57 242
UH 2 47,405 4.7 101 479
ux 2 4,667 0.5 45 21
NC 1 453 0.0 44 2
Total | 65 144,216 14.4 862

Urban Residential City-Owned Properties with no Road Access

In addition to the City owned properties in Urban City owned properties in this area without existing road

Neighbourhoods identified above, there are also 18 other access. These properties range from 285 m? in size to 4303



m?. Combining all these sites together, there is a total area

of 20,746 m? (5 acres).

All of the properties are located in the Urban Low-Rise (UL)
zone. Without rezoning and at a target density of 24 units
per hectare, this would equate to a target unit potential of

50 units for these lots.

Due to the cost of building a road to these properties, and,
in some cases extending other services, there are
limitations to development; however, these properties are
clustered in a few areas, so extending infrastructure in
these cases could unlock several potential lots at one time.
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Figure 4.8: Vacant City-Owned Properties in Urban Neighbourhoods Without Road Access

Table 4.9: Vacant City-Owned Properties in Urban Neighbourhoods Without Road Access: Residential Development Potential

Zone | Lots Area Total (m?) Area Total (ha.)

Density Target (units / hectare) | Target Unit Potential

21

uL 18 20,746

50

24




Vacant City-Owned Residential Properties in Rural Areas with Road Access

Table 4.10 and Figure 4.9 show potentially vacant City
owned properties in rural areas with existing road access.
There are 25 rural lots that are owned by the City that meet
this criteria. These lots will likely have restrictions on
severances, so the target development potential based on

zoning by-law standards is one home per lot, or 25 homes.
The City of Thunder Bay could increase this potential by
changing policies to remove the restrictions on lot

severances in the rural area.
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Figure 4.9: Vacant City-Owned Properties in Rural Areas with Road Access

Table 4.10: Vacant City-Owned Properties in Rural Areas with Road Access: Residential Development Potential

Zone Lots Area Total (m?) Area Total (ha.) D?::::Z;T;f; t T::i:‘:::lit
RU 20 3,547,346 354.7 1 20
RS1 5 730,461 73.0 1 5
Total 25 4,277,807 428 2 25




Vacant City-Owned Properties in Rural Areas Currentl

The City of Thunder Bay also owns a number of parcels in
the rural area without road access. Many of these are on
environmentally-sensitive land, which restrict development
potential (these have been removed from the potentially-
developable lots).

Table 4.11 and Figure 4.10 show nine lots that are City

y Zoned for Residential Development without Road Access

owned in the rural area without significant environmental
concerns and without existing road access, ranging in size
from 388 m? to 36,400 m?, for a total of 6.2 hectares. As in
the case of privately-owned rural lots without existing road
access, the Official Plan prohibits development of these lots.
Therefore, the total development potential of these lots is
0 units.
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Figure 4.10: Vacant City-Owned Properties in Rural Areas with No Road Access

Table 4.11: Vacant City-Owned Properties in Rural Areas with No Road Access: Residential Development Potential

Zone Lots Total Area Total Area (ha.) Density Target Target Unit
(m?) (units / lot) Potential
RU - no road 9 61,873 6.2 N/A N/A
access




Surface Parking Lots in Areas Currently Zoned for Residential

There are 106 stand-alone surface parking lots in the urban
area currently zoned for residential or mixed-use
development that do not include other uses. This number
includes surface parking lots that are identified as being
used in conjunction with another property and those that
are not used in conjunction with another property (stand-
alone parking lots). Surface parking lots located on the
same lot as buildings with residential or other uses are not
included in the inventory. The inventoried properties range
in size from 215 m? to 4516 m?, for a total area of 106,716
m? (10 hectares).
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Table 4.12 and Figure 4.11 show more details about the
development potential of these surface parking lots.

Based on the identified density targets, 728 housing units

could be built on these lots without rezoning. Incentives to
develop these surface parking lots for residential uses could
help to unlock the development potential of these sites

over the next twenty years.
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Figure 4.11: Surface Parking Lots in Urban Areas Currently Zoned for Residential Development



Table 4.12: Surface Parking Lots in Urban Areas Currently Zoned for Residential Development: Residential Development Potential

Zone | Lots Area Total (m?) Area Total (ha.) Density Target (units / hectare) | Target Unit Potential
uL 12 9,196 0.9 24 22
um 5 3,734 0.4 57 21
UH 0 0 0.0 101 0
ux 9 7,100 0.7 45 32
NC 1 472 0.0 44 2
MS 9 11,295 11 65 73
DN 70 72,161 7.2 80 577
Total | 106 103,958 10 416 728




Additional Dwelling Units on UL Lots (including potential for severances)

The vacant land inventory also looks at the development
potential of additional dwelling units on lots currently
zoned Urban Low-Rise (UL) with one or more existing
dwellings. Recent changes in the zoning by-law for the City
of Thunder Bay now permit up to a maximum of 3 housing
units of these lots, including the existing house. The total
number of additional units allowed depends upon the lot

size:

e Up to 1 additional housing units permitted if lot
size is greater than 300m?2 and frontage is greater
than 10 m.

e Up to 2 additional housing units permitted if lot
size is greater than 450 m? and frontage is greater
than 15 m.

This infill density could be achieved by adding units within
an existing house (e.g. a basement suite), constructing a
backyard home, or by lot severances that would allow for
additional housing units on lots that are currently large
enough to be split to meet the requirements for new
housing in the zoning by-law.

According to the analysis, 26,229 lots in the UL currently
have the size necessary to add additional housing units
under the zoning by-law requirements.

Table 4.13 and Figure 4.12 show the residential
development potential of these lots. 8,673 would be able to
add one more unit. 17,556 have the potential to add two

10 Note that this total does not include lots where apartments of
up to 4 units are permitted through new changes in the Zoning
By-Law, which would provide additional development potential.

more units, for a total of 35,112 new dwelling units. Based
on these requirements, the estimated maximum total
potential of additional dwelling units in the UL zone under
the new zoning regulations is 43,785 housing units.° If fully
realized, this potential alone would provide many times
more low-density housing units than all the projected
housing need for Thunder Bay over the next 20 years.

However, development of these lots requires homeowner
demand, which can be limited by the cost of development
and other zoning requirements, such as the number of
required parking spaces per lot. To get a more accurate
assessment of the development potential of these lots, this
study applies the future density target of 1.4 units per UL
lot to any UL lotin the study that would be allowed to create
additional units under the zoning by-law. This study then
subtracts the existing dwelling units in these lots to provide
a target unit potential. The resulting target unit potential is
2,675 units on UL lots where one additional unit would be
permitted and 5,944 units on UL lots where two additional
units would be permitted, for a total unit potential of 8,620.

The City could encourage homeowners to build additional
dwelling units through financial incentives and by
increasing awareness of the development potential of their
lots, which would help to realize a greater percentage of the
maximum housing potential in this zone over the next
twenty years.

However, the target unit potential calculation of 1.4 units/lot
would account for the construction of 4-unit apartments on some
of these UL lots.
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Figure 4.12: Additional Dwelling Units on Urban Low-Rise (UL) Lots

Table 4.13: Additional Dwelling Units on Urban Low-Rise (UL) Lots: Residential Development Potential

Existin, Maximum Future
Additiona .. . . . . Density Target
. Existing | Density Zoning maximum homes 3
Zone | Units Lots . . Target Unit
X Units (Units / homes (under . .
Potential . (Units / Potential
Lot) zoning)
Lot) =
Lot size is greater %
2 =]
uL 1 8,673 9,467 1.09 than 300m? and 8,673 1.4 2,675 ¢
frontage is greater =
than 10 m s
Lot size is greater 2
2 [}
uL 2 17,556 | 18,634 1.06 than 450 m* and 35,112 14 5,944 2
frontage is greater g
than 15 m 8
oo
Total - 26,229 28,101 1.07 - 43,785 14 8,620 =
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Other Sites Not Counted in the Inventory of Vacant or Underutilized Lots

In addition to the site types included in the inventory of
vacant or underutilized lots discussed above, this study
examined several other site types that are not included in
the inventory for a variety of reasons. These include: vacant

Vacant Commercial Lots and Commercial Conversions

The potential for conversion of vacant commercial lots to
residential purposes could provide a significant number of
housing units in Thunder Bay and help to revitalize certain
parts of the city. There are 106 potentially vacant
commercial lots in the Service Commercial (SC) and
Regional Centre (RC) zones. Residential units are currently
not permitted in these zones, so a zoning by-law
amendment or a rezoning of individual properties would be
required before these lots could be developed for
residential purposes. Note that this assessment only
includes lots that are currently identified as vacant (or
containing buildings with a total assessed value of $20,000
or less, which could be redeveloped for higher-value uses).

These lots have a total area of 295,751 m? (29.6 hectares).
Using the zoning standards for the Urban Medium-Density
(UM) zone of 57 units per hectare for estimation purposes,
these lots could accommodate 1,686 housing units;

Surface Parking Lots in Areas Currently Zoned for Commercial

This study also examined the residential development
potential of surface parking lots in areas currently zoned for
commercial development. There are currently 34 surface
parking lots in commercial areas with development
potential, ranging in size from 220 m? to 4318 m?.
Collectively, the total area of these sites is 41,867 m?(41.9
hectares). As mentioned for other vacant commercial lots
with development potential, all of these sites would have to
be rezoned prior to development, or changes would have
to be made to the zoning by-law provisions as a whole.

commercial lots and commercial conversions, commercial
surface parking lots, industrial land conversions to
residential, and city-owned parkettes in urban
neighbourhoods. These are discussed in more detail below.

however, many of these sites would likely be redeveloped
for commercial uses rather than residential. Because of this,
these totals are not included in the vacant land inventory
counts in this report.

The likelihood of redevelopment for residential uses could
be encouraged by city-wide rule changes to permit
residential development in these zones. This could
particularly benefit areas where there are a number of
underutilized commercial sites with pedestrian-scale
streets and amenities that would be suited to additional
residential development.

This assessment does not include existing commercial
buildings that may be vacant—these would present
additional opportunities for conversion into residential
units. This also does not include surface parking lots; these
are examined separately in the section below.

Following this, using the target density for for the Urban
Medium-Density (UM) zone of 57 units per hectare for
estimation purposes, the development potential of these
sites would be estimated at 239 units.

Because development of these lots is unlikely for the same
reasons as those described in previous sections above, for
the purposes of this report, these totals have not been
added to the vacant land inventory counts in this report.



Industrial Land Conversions to Residential

Another potential source of land for residential units in
Thunder Bay is industrial land that is converted to
residential use. As a city built on a variety of industries,
there is an abundance of industrial land in Thunder Bay.
Some of this land, including certain areas along the
waterfront, is now vacant. Converting industrial land to
residential has several significant hurdles. First, it has to be
determined that conversion of the site to residential is
consistent with Official Plan Policies and that the site is not
needed for future industrial development. The City also has
to prefer residential redevelopment on the site above other

City-Owned Parkettes in Urban Neighbourhoods

As part of the vacant land inventory study, City-owned
parkettes were also analyzed for their housing
development potential. The parkettes across the city are
small parks, usually only one to several city lots in size.
Some have play equipment, while others are forested or
open green space. None of these parkettes would be
developable unless the City identified them as surplus land
and moved to dispose of them or develop them.

Following analysis, there are only six parkettes that appear
to be underutilized for park and recreational purposes that
would be suitable for residential development. These
properties are all located in the UL zone and range in size
from 1230 m?to 8094 m? and have a total area of 23,131 m?

Rezoned Vacant or Underutilized Residential Lots

This study does not consider the potential number of units
that may be gained due to the rezoning of residential lots
to other residential zones with a higher density (for
example, amending the zoning of a UL — Urban Low-rise
Zone lot to a UM — Urban Mid-rise Zone). The rezoning of

uses, such as waterfront commercial. Any environmental
contamination on the site has to be remediated.
Developers have to undertake the Record of Site Condition
process to get provincial approval before development can
take place. The site will have to receive planning approvals,
including rezoning. Due to these complexities, this study
does not estimate the amount of industrial land in Thunder
Bay that could be converted to residential use; however, if
encouraged this could be a notable source of additional
land for future development in Thunder Bay.

(2.3 hectares or 6 acres). At the target density for UL lots of
24 units per hectare, this would equate to a target
development potential of 55 housing units. However, the
City-wide survey of residents in Thunder Bay conducted as
part of this study shows that residents are generally not in
support of conversion of park space for residential
purposes—only 16% of respondents supported the idea of
using existing greenspace to build housing.

Due to the likelihood of neighbourhood opposition, it is
recommended that the City carefully consider the disposal
of any parkland against parkland allocation metrics and
make improvements to area parklands to mitigate impacts
of parkland reduction.

sites could contribute a notable number of units to the City
of Thunder Bay over the next 20 years. However, due to the
inability to predict where these rezonings are likely to occur
and what scale future development could be, these
numbers are not considered in this section.



Total Target Development Potential of Vacant or Underutilized Lots

Table 4.14 and Table 4.15 provide a summary of the total
target development potential from the various types of
land analyzed in the inventory of current vacant or
underutilized lots above. Categories where there were no
potential target dwelling units are not included in the chart.

When combining all of the categories of vacant or

underutilized lots in the City of Thunder Bay examined

above, there is a total target development potential of

15,074 housing units.

Table 4.14: Inventory of Current Vacant or Underutilized Lots: Total Target Development Potential

Target Development Potential of Housing Units for Vacant or Underutilized Lots, by Category

; ; Privately- : :
Privately- . Privately- City- City- .
Owned GO Owned owned | owned | Owned | ¥ Surface »
Owned Vacant Owned . Additional
Zone Vacant Vacant Vacant Vacant | Vacant Rural Parking Dwellings | TOTAL
Urban | o0 | Rural Rural Urban | Urban i | LotsZoned | T Lotf
with o with without with no A‘::V(!ess Residential
Access Access Access | access | Access
Rural Areas
RU 391 20 411
RS1 66 43 5 114
Urban Neighbourhoods
UL 2,888 122 118 50 22 8,620 11,820
UM 788 69 242 21 1,120
UH 195 15 479 0 689
UX 129 21 32 182
NC 84 2 2 88
73
577 577
TOTAL 4,084 206 457 43 862 50 25 727 8,620 15,074




Total Target Development Potential by Land Use Type

Table 4.15 provides an analysis of the total target
development potential (discussed in the previous table) by
land use type. The table shows that of the 15,074 housing
units identified as the total target development potential,
525 are located in rural areas (RU and RS1 zones); 11,820 in
the UL — Urban Low-rise Zone; 1,463 in medium-density
areas (UM, UX, NC, and MS zones); and 1,226 in high-
density areas (UH and DN zones).

Overall, the 15,074 potential housing units identified in the
inventory of vacant or underutilized lots would be more
than sufficient to meet the housing need in all three growth
scenarios for the next 20 years. When looking at the specific
land use types where housing is desired over the next 20
years in the high-growth scenario (as identified above in
Table 3.2: Total Projected Housing Units, by Type, Needed
in Thunder Bay by 2045), the total number of potential
housing units identified in the inventory of vacant or

underutilized lots exceeds the demand for rural lots, low-
density lots, and high-density lots. However, there is a
notable shortfall of available medium-density lots—3,265
units of medium-density housing are needed by 2045, while
only 1,463 are available in the inventory of vacant or
underutilized lots (a shortfall of 1,802 units).

While rezonings of low-density lots to medium-density lots
and commercial conversions to residential may help to
supplement the number of units available for medium-
density development over the next 20 years, this analysis
shows there is a need to look at other options to meet this
need, including the supply of future development sites.
These sites are examined in the following section. The Gap
Identification section later in this report provides a more
robust analysis of the potential supply of land needed to
meet the future housing demand in Thunder Bay.

Table 4.15: Inventory of Current Vacant or Underutilized Lots: Total Target Development Potential by Land Use Type

. Mid-Density High-
(Rﬁur;s' " Lowzgi;’s'ty (UM, UX, Density TOTAL
! NC, MS) (UH, DN)
Target Development Potential for HOl:IS.Ing Units 525 11,820 1,463 1,266 15,074
in the Inventory of Vacant or Underutilized Lots
Housing Units Needed by 2045, by Growth Scenario

Low-Growth Scenario 41 718 511 110 1,380
Medium-Growth Scenario 108 1,869 1,330 288 3,595
High-Growth Scenario 265 4,589 3,265 706 8,825




Assessment of Future Development Areas

This section includes an assessment of the major areas that
Thunder Bay has identified for future development, which
are zoned as FD - Future Development under the City of
Thunder Bay Zoning By-law.

Land within the City’s Urban Growth Area, another area set
aside for future residential development, is examined
separately in a section following the analysis of Future
Development sites below.

Development Profiles of Future Development

Before analyzing specific future development sites, this
section sets out the assumptions for how those sites might
be developed, using a variety of housing densities. Some
may even include commercial development, industrial
development, institutional uses or other non-residential
development. To estimate the potential supply of housing
units that could be created with the development of the
future development sites, this study creates a number of
development profiles, such as urban low-density housing or
rural large lot development.

Table 4.16 shows the different development profiles and

the how each profile allocates the potential housing or
other development types. In addition to the various

Table 4.16: Development Profiles of Future Development

residential densities and non-residential development, the
table also allocates a percentage of each area for parkland
dedication and other space (for roads, rights-of-ways
(ROWs), other greenspace, etc.) For legibility, cells with 0
percent have been removed from the table.

The percentage of land allocated for parkland dedication is
consistent with Official Plan policies that state, “In the case
of commercial or industrial development or redevelopment,
the amount of land required to be conveyed shall not
exceed 2% of the total land area. In the case of all other
development or redevelopment, the amount of land
required to be conveyed shall not exceed 5% of the total
land area” (p. 59).

Target Percentage of Future Development

Non-
ol low Wi wgn e Parkind
Development Profile (RU) Density Density Density (T:(;n., D;((j;rc]a- Other
(UL) (Um) (UH) Inst:’)

Rural — Large Lot 80% 5% 15% 100%

Urban - Low-Density Housing 80% 5% 15% 100%

(Urb. Low)
>

Urban - Low- to Mid-Density Housing o o o o §°

(Urb. Low to Mid) 65% 15% 5% 15% 100% g
(%]

Urban - Mid- to Low-Density Housing S o o o ]

(Urb. Mid to Low) 25% 55% 5% 15% 100% _g>

Urban - Mid- to High-Density Housing §

(Urb. Mid to High) 55% 25% 5% 15% 100% E
=

Urban - Mixed Use o o o o o -

(Urb. Mixed Use) 40% 10% 30% 5% 15% 100% E
oo
c

Non-Residential 83% 2% 15% 100% g
2
>
]
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o
2
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Major Sites Designated for Future Residential Development

Figure 4.13 shows a map of sites zoned FD — Future estimate for future development sites under 20 acres is also
Development. Each major sites over 20 acres in size is given provided in the analysis but these sites are not discussed
a number for use in the analysis in this study. A total individually.
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The City of Thunder Bay’s Official Plan sets out policies
related to Future Development Zones. It says, “The City may
establish and use a Future Development Zone in areas
where development is premature and the appropriate
future use is undetermined, until such time as appropriate
secondary planning, studies or planning approvals have
been undertaken.” The City of Thunder Bay Zoning By-law
currently has 61 different areas zoned as FD — Future
Development, although each of these may be comprised of
numerous existing parcels.

Table 4.17 provides an analysis of all of these areas in the
City of Thunder Bay zoned FD — Future Development, with
a focus on larger areas over 20 acres in size. For each site,
the table provides several pieces of information. The total
area includes the site size, in hectares, of the part of the site
zoned for Future Development. Note that in some cases,
there are parts of the site that are colloquially referred to
with the same name that are not zoned FD. For example,
only part of the former Lakehead Psychiatric Hospital (LPH)
site is zoned for Future Development; the parts zoned for
institutional use or for parks and recreation are not
included in the area assessed in the table.

The estimated developable area includes only the portion
of the site, in hectares, where development is likely to occur.
This area excludes parts of the site with existing buildings,
with zoning holding provisions related to environmental
hazards (H15), areas with steep slopes, or areas with
forested or wetland areas would need to be preserved over
and above the percentage identified for parkland
dedication. The study utilized a variety of techniques to
identify these areas, including GIS analyses of Forest
Resource Inventory data, soils data, topographical data, and
satellite imagery.

The next column includes the development profile for each
site, corresponding with the information in Table 4.16. This
study assigns development profiles based on the type of
development most suited for each site or based on existing
development proposals or secondary plans for the sites, if
available. For sites where plans are available, the study
cross-referenced proposed unit totals in the plans with the

numbers in the table to ensure general compatibility
without requiring exact precision, recognizing that the units
proposed in the plans are subject to change.

The final columns in the table indicate the number of
potential housing units, by type (rural, urban low-density,
urban mid-density, urban high-density), calculated by
multiplying the corresponding percentage of each from the
development profile table with the estimated developable
area, and then multiplying this with the density target
number of units per hectare for each development type as
provided in Table 4.3. For example, the Dawson and
Wardrope site has a development profile of Urban — Low-
Density Residential. In that profile 80% of the site’s
estimated developable area will be in the UL zone, which
has a target density of 24 units per hectare. 80% of 13
hectares is 10.4 hectares. A density of 24 units per hectare
multiplied by 10.4 hectares equals an estimated 250 units
in the UL Zone.

Note that the table shows that there are no additional rural
housing units added through this analysis of the future
development areas. This is because the sites located
outside of the urban boundary are in areas where the
Official Plan currently prohibits the extension of rural roads.
Furthermore, even without the policy constraints, large
portions of several rural FD sites are not developable
because there are existing residences on them or there are
additional restrictions, such as environmental overlay
restrictions or holding restrictions under the Zoning By-law.

In total, there are 943 hectares of land in Thunder Bay
zoned as FD — Future Development. However, the analysis
shows that the amount of land within these sites that is
suitable for development is only around one third of the
overall area, at approximately 328 hectares. Nonetheless,
the land in this area presents opportunities to address the
future housing, economic, public services, and other needs
in the city. If the sites are developed according to the
identified development profiles, and at the target densities
established in this report, they would accommodate 3,321
units of urban low-density housing, 2,689 units of medium-
density housing, and 930 units of high-density housing, for
a total of 6,941 dwelling units.

Table 4.17: Analysis and Residential Development Potential of Future Development Zones over 20 Acres in Size

# of Potential Units, by Type

Site . Total Est.
Site Name
No. Area Devel.

Development | Rural Urban Urban Urban

Profile (RU) Low- Mid- High-




(ha.) Area Density Density Density
(ha.) (UL) (UMm) (UH)
McVicar Creek Rural-Large
1 27.83 0.00 0 0 0 0
Lot
Urb. Mixed
2 Dawson and Wardrope 22.01 13.00 u 0 125 74 0
se
Urb. Low to
3 Wardrope and Balsam 27.99 15.85 Mid 0 247 136 0
i
. Urb. Mid to
4 LPH North / Boulevard Ridge 39.10 20.00 i 0 0 627 505
g
) Urb. Low to
5 Strathcona and Rail 25.05 25.05 Mid 0 391 214 0
i
Strathcona and Audrey 9.07 0.00 Urb. Low 0 0
Mclntyre Falls 48.45 29.47 Urb. Low 0 566
Urb. Mixed
8 Conservation Lands 51.03 30.00 U 0 288 171 0
se
InterOcean (excl. ball Urb. Mid to
9 . 33.84 17.07 0 102 535 0
diamonds) Low
Urb. Mid to
10 Hillyard Lands 13.32 3.50 . 0 0 105 85
High
. Non-
11 East End Railyards 8.49 1.88 . . 0 0 0 0
Residential
Mapleward - Trans Canada 253.6 Rural-Large
12 0.00 0 0 0 0
North 3 Lot
West Arthur — Trans Canada 189.2
13 63.80 Urb. Low 0 1,225 0 0
South 5
West Arthur - Melody Court
14 9.30 7.00 Urb. Low 0 134 0 0
North
. . Urb. Mid to
15 West Arthur — Neebling River 19.91 13.50 High 0 0 423 341
ig
Non-
16 Airport North 13.52 11.82 . . 0 0 0 0
Residential
o Urb. Mid to
17 Nipigon and Mountdale 8.90 1.16 0 7 36 0
Low
Rural-Large
18 Deepwood Cavar 85.09 0.00 - 0 0 0 0
o
. Urb. Mid to
19 Federica St. West 10.27 8.50 0 51 266 0
Low
) Urb. Low to
Other sites under 20 ac 47.29 491 Mid 0 184 101 0
i
Total 943.3 328.0 0 3,321 2,689 930

The previous section of this report identified that 15,074
potential housing units could be accommodated on vacant
and underutilized lots in the City of Thunder Bay. This alone
would be more than sufficient to meet the housing need in
all three growth scenarios for the next 20 years. However,
when looking at the specific land use types where housing

is desired over the next 20 years in the high-growth
scenario (as identified above in Table 3.2: Total Projected
Housing Units, by Type, Needed in Thunder Bay by 2045),
there was a shortfall of 1,802 available medium-density lots.

The land currently within FD — Future Development zones



provides an opportunity to address this shortfall as the land
is developed. Of course, any new public roads and services
required to develop these sites must eventually be paid for
by city taxpayers, even if developers bear the cost of
infrastructure extensions initially. Therefore, the City of
Thunder Bay should carefully consider where and when to
support development on the FD-zoned sites.

There are several factors for Thunder Bay to consider when
prioritizing the development of particular sites in the FD —
Future Development zone. As mentioned, there is a greater
need to develop sites that are suitable for medium-density
residential units or higher. However, the City must also
consider each site’s relative development readiness,
desirability, and cost effectiveness related to the extension
of roads and services. An analysis of these factors for each
site is included in the appendices to this report.

Based on this analysis and Thunder Bay’s identified housing
need, this study recommends that, when looking for the
development of sites in the FD - Future Development Zone,
the City of Thunder Bay should first consider the ten sites
identified as priorities in Table 4.18.

The sites in the table are arranged by site number, as shown
above, not in order of priority for development. Note that
information on potential unit counts for these sites
provided in the table are for estimation purposes only.

Table 4.18: Top 10 Sites Zoned FD to Prioritize for Future Development

Plans for the sites will need to be approved by the City of
Thunder Bay and may include housing at different densities
than those shown on the table.

Using the identified development profiles, the estimated

total housing development potential of these ten sites
alone is 4,729 dwelling units. 2,587 of these dwelling units
are of the medium-density type. This surpasses the
identified shortfall of this housing type of 1,802 from the
inventory of vacant and underutilized lots.
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Gap Identification

Table 4.19 provides an updated summary of the total target
development potential including both the inventory of
vacant or underutilized lots and the top ten sites zoned for
future development. It compares this to the number of
dwelling units needed to meet future demand under the
high growth scenario (as discussed in Chapter 3: Forecast to
Meet Future Demand). This section then discusses if a gap
exists between the identified supply of available lots and
the forecasted future housing need.

Total Housing Development Potential

As summarized earlier in this chapter, there is a total target

development potential of 15,074 housing units within sites
examined in the inventory of vacant and underutilized lots.
There is potential for an additional 4,729 housing units in
the top ten sites zoned for future development. Together,
there is a total target development potential of 19,803
housing units in these two analyses.

This more than doubles the forecasted housing need for the
next 20 years in the City of Thunder Bay under the high-

growth scenario (8,825 housing units).

This also provides more than enough land of each land use
type to meet the future target demand for different types
and density of housing, as discussed below the table.

Table 4.19: Total Target Development Potential by Land Use Type including Vacant Land and Future Development Land

Rural Low- D'(\eﬂr:ji_t High-
Density v Density TOTAL
(RU, RS1) (L) (UM, UX, (UH, DN)
NC, MS) ’

Total Target Development Potential for Housing Units, by Analysis Type
Inventory of Vacant or Underutilized Lots 525 11,820 1,463 1,266 15,074
Top 10 Sites Zoned for Future Development 0 1,211 2,587 931 4,729
Subtotal 525 13,031 4,050 2,197 19,803
Housing Units Needed by 2045, High-Growth Scenario 265 4,589 3,265 706 8,825
Net Difference Between Development Potential
and High-Growth Scenario Housing Need 20 R s i LI




Rural Housing

The analysis shows that there are 260 more potential
housing units in the rural area than required to meet the
demand for this type of housing for the next 20 years, as
identified earlier in this report.

Low-Density Housing

For lots zoned for low-density residential development (in
the UL — Urban Low-rise Zone), there are more than 8,442
potential housing units in the two analyses than will be
required in the high-growth scenario. Additional
development potential for UL lots is available in the FD —
Future Development Zone sites not counted in the top ten
sites, should population growth and demand for this
housing type exceed forecasts.

Medium-Density Housing

For medium-density housing (most typically found in the
UM — Urban Mid-rise Zone), there are 785 more potential
housing units in the two analyses than the forecasted
demand for this type of housing as identified earlier in this
report. Additional development potential for medium-
density housing is likely to occur from the rezoning of lower-
density residential lots, commercial lots, or other lots to UM
over the next 20 years.

High-Density Housing

The number of high-density housing units shown as the
target development potential in the two analyses exceed
the identified number of units needed over the next 20
years in the high growth scenario by 1,491 units. As for
medium-density housing, additional development potential
for high-density housing is likely to occur from the rezoning
of lower-density residential lots, commercial lots, or other
lots to UH.

Recommendations

Based on this analysis, there will be a sufficient supply of
available housing on vacant or underutilized lots and
through development of the identified future development
sites to meet the housing demand over the next 20 years,
even in the high-growth scenario. However, these analyses
are estimates only and may differ from how the land is

Growth Area Development

actually developed over time. For example, there is a risk
that even though development is possible on a vacant site,
the site owner may choose not to develop the site for
several reasons. The City may encourage development
through incentives, regulations or development
agreements; however, it cannot necessarily ensure that
land suitable for development is actually developed in a
timely manner.

The City will need to continue to monitor population growth
and housing availability to see if itis in line with projections.
If the population growth in the next census period is in line
with the low- or medium- growth scenarios, the City may
wish to continue to hold off on the development of future
development areas. If the population growth is consistent
with the high-growth scenario, the City should proceed with
development of the future development sites as discussed
in this section.

When determining which Future Development (FD) sites to
prioritize for development, the City will need to consider:
the types and densities of housing that can be
accommodated on the site and current availability of those
types in Thunder Bay; the extent of new infrastructure
required to service the site; the ownership of the land and
development readiness; the site's desirability from a
market perspective; and overall number of dwelling units
that could be accommodated on the site. These factors for
each site are discussed in the table in Appendix B.

Though the City may conduct Secondary Planning in the
Growth Area, the City should not permit urban expansion
into the Growth Area at this time. Such expansion should
only be contemplated if:

e  The City’s population growth significantly exceeds
the growth rate forecast in the high-growth
scenario (for example, as the result of a large
mine opening in the area);

e Available land in future development areas has
been built out; and/or

e Available vacant land ininfill areas (and draft and

registered plans of subdivision), has been built
out.

More discussion on the Growth Area is provided in the
following section.



The City of Thunder Bay’s Official Plan designates a large
part of the northwest corner within the City’s urban
settlement area as a Growth Area. The City’s Zoning By-law
zones this same area as an UG — Urban Growth Zone. Table
4.20 shows a map of this area, sometimes referred to as the

Belrose Area.

According to Official Plan policies, the Growth Area is
“protected for future urban residential development.” The
Official Plan prohibits lot creation and plans of subdivision

in this area until a Secondary Plan for the area is completed.
Policies say the City can only initiate a Secondary Plan “if it
can be demonstrated that there is an insufficient supply of
existing developable land available to meet housing
demand, or if it has been demonstrated that there is a need
to increase the supply of buildable lots in either the north
or south areas of the City to ensure that there is sufficient
choice in the market” (p. 78).
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Figure 4.14: City of Thunder Bay Growth Area



The analysis in this Study has found that currently, there is
still a sufficient supply of existing developable land available
to meet the forecasted housing need. Therefore, expansion
into the Growth Area is not needed at this time. However,
should the City experience more rapid population growth
than projected in the high growth scenario (due, for
example, to the development of a new major mine or other
industry), or if housing availability in the future is less than
anticipated, the City should consider expansion into this
Growth Area following creation of a Secondary Plan.

Located within the urban settlement area and in relatively
close proximity to existing services and highway access, the

Growth Area is a logical place for new housing development.

Official Plan policies ensure that housing in the area will be

developed at an urban scale, with a mix of housing densities.

The Plan says, “Within the Growth Area, every residential
neighbourhood shall be developed with a full range of
housing types, meeting or exceeding an overall density of
20 dwelling units per gross hectare in order to provide for
the housing needs of all citizens. Neighbourhoods should
provide for a sense of place through non-residential nodes.
It is intended that neighbourhoods connect to one another
and surrounding areas through accessible, safe, and
efficient transportation networks that will facilitate access
to, and sharing of, community services and facilities.
Connections through green corridors and open spaces that
link Environmental Protection areas will also be important
considerations” (p. 78).

Table 4.20: Residential Development Potential of Urban Growth Area

Although, as mentioned, expansion into the Urban Growth
Area is not recommended at this time, Table 4.20 provides
a summary of what the housing development of this area
might look like, using the development profile of urban low-
to mid-density housing to align with the policies of
providing a mix of housing densities.

While the entire Urban Growth Area is almost 600 hectares
in size, building multiple new housing subdivisions will be
challenging in this area—large portions of the site are
already developed with rural housing and the area is
bisected by creeks, ravines and ridges, significantly reducing
the developable area. There are a few larger areas of open
land 4 to 10 hectares in size where new housing
subdivisions are possible, but the Urban Growth Area as a
whole should essentially be seen as a rural infill project.
Removing all of the preexisting rural housing and other
development, as well as areas where development is not
feasible due to the other reasons described, the estimated
developable area in the UG — Urban Growth Zone is
approximately 294 hectares. With a mix of low- to mid-
density urban-scale housing development, this would
equate to the potential for 4,592 new low-density (UL)
housing units and 2,517 medium-density (UM) units. This
would be a total of 7,109 units, an overall density of 24 units
per hectare of developable area.

More information on the Urban Growth Area’s overall
development readiness, desirability, and cost effectiveness
for the extension of services is provided in the Appendices.

# of Potential Units, by Type

Est. Urban Urban Urban

. Total Area Devel. . Rural Low- Mid- High-

Site Name Development Profile ) ) )
(ha.) Area (RU) Density Density Density

(ha.) (UL) (UM) (UH)

Urban: Low- to Mid-
Growth Area 595.55 294.39 0 4,592 2,517 0
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This section discusses strategies the City of Thunder Bay
may use to address barriers to housing and to ensure there
is sufficient land and housing available to meet future
demand as forecasted earlier in the report. The major areas

Official Plan Policies and Zoning Regulations

This report has identified numerous areas where the City of
Thunder Bay’s Official Plan policies and Zoning By-law
regulations, as well as policy areas and zones, may need to
be further amended to support the housing development
that Thunder Bay needs to meet projected population
changes over the next twenty years. These

Focus on Sustainable Growth

The analysis in the Thunder Bay Housing Land Needs Study
and Strategy shows that there is sufficient vacant and
underutilized land available to meet the forecasted demand
for housing in the City of Thunder Bay for the next twenty
years, even in the high growth scenario.

The City of Thunder Bay should therefore focus on
promoting infill development and development in areas
suitable for sustainable growth and the expansion of
services.

This study recommends that in order to meet the housing
demand for different housing types and densities that the
City support the development of key areas zoned for future
development (FD) over the next twenty years.

Prepare Secondary Plans in Future Growth Areas

This report has identified large areas suitable for residential
development but currently zoned for Future Development
(FD). These areas include land near the downtown cores
and university neighbourhoods where that development
cannot occur without secondary planning that sets out a
road map and expectations for development and
infrastructure expansion.

6. Housing Strategy - Recommendations & Solutions

of focus include: changes to Thunder Bay’s Official Plan
policies and zoning regulations; supporting affordable
housing; incentivizing housing; and other strategies.

recommendations include: focusing on sustainable growth;
preparing secondary plans in future growth areas;
reforming zoning around residential development on
commercial sites; and providing clearer rules for tiny homes
and other alternative forms of housing.

However, it is recommended that the City does not allow
for urban expansion into the Growth Area at this time,
unless population growth in Thunder Bay significantly
exceeds projections over the next twenty years or if housing
availability is significantly less than forecasted. The
development of the Growth Area would require the costly
extension of services and roads, which would add to the
City’s long-term costs. This should be avoided until a time
that expansion is necessary.

To encourage sustainable growth, the City of Thunder Bay
should instead consider other changes to zoning
regulations, allowing increased flexibility to develop
residential units on lots where this is currently prohibited.
More recommendations on this are included below.

There are no secondary plans for many of the top ten FD
sites identified in this report. Secondary plans are required
before development can occur in these areas and would
support housing development within these areas by
providing a plan for servicing, roads, and other
infrastructure. It would also help to address current barriers
to development due to fragmented property ownership in
these areas.

Reforming Zoning Around Residential Development on Commercial Sites



Currently, the City of Thunder Bay’s zoning by-law does not
allow residential units to be built in several commercial
zones, including the Service Commercial Zone (SC) and the
Regional Centre Zone (RC). While this regulation was
designed with the intention of encouraging active
commercial streets in these zones, the result is often vacant
storefronts and restricted housing densities. Sections of
Simpson Street, for example, are zoned as Service
Commercial (SC), but feature mostly one-storey
commercial buildings and old single-detached housing
stock, which is now a legal non-conforming use in this zone.
The street, however, has wide sidewalks and has had some
public realm upgrades that would benefit from new
medium- to high-density housing along the corridor
(providing it could meet safety standards for proximity to
rail yards and heavy industrial uses).

Currently, if a developer would want to build residential
units on these sites, it would require a rezoning process and
a public hearing, with the potential to end in rejection by
Council. It is recommended that the zoning by-law be
amended to allow residential units to be built above all
commercial sites “as-of-right” in these zones. Alternately,
the City could proactively re-zone streets like these for
mixed-use development.

The City of Thunder Bay should also consider if even more
drastic changes may be needed. Housing is currently only
permitted on storeys other than the first storey in buildings

in the Neighbourhood Commercial Zone (NC), the Main

Street Zone (MS), and the Community Commercial Zone
(CC). The City could look to make housing more flexible in
these zones, as it is in the Downtown Neighbourhood Zone
(DN), where apartments, care housing, converted houses,
emergency shelters, homes, long-term care housing, shared
housing, and townhouses are permitted as main uses
alongside a wide range of commercial and other uses.

The City could also consider permitting some residential
uses in the Light Industrial Zone (LI)—where no residential
developments are currently permitted—and additional
housing types in the Institutional Zone (IN)—where
currently only long-term care housing is permitted. While
recognizing that processes like the Record of Site Condition
(RSC) may still be required before residential uses can be
built on former industrial sites, proposed changes to the
Provincial Policy Statement (2024) do encourage planning
authorities to encourage “intensification of employment
uses and compatible, compact, mixed-use development to
support the achievement of complete communities”
(2.8.1.1.d) in predominantly commercial and light industrial
areas outside of designated employment areas. These
changes could allow the city’s developed areas to intensify,
promote a more sustainable growth pattern through infill,
and reduce the financial burden of maintenance and
servicing costs in the long-term. Introducing residential
units to core commercial areas will encourage urban
renewal and contribute to the creation of complete
communities.

Reduce Minimum Parking Space Requirements

While the City of Thunder Bay’s 2022 Zoning By-Law
removes requirements for the mandatory minimum

Figure 5.1: Simpson Street at Rowand Street, within the Service Commercial (SC) Zone, Google Street View (2023)

number of parking spaces required from many zones and
uses (such as most commercial and service-related uses in



the zones), parking minimums remain in place for most
residential uses within the City of Thunder Bay’s urban area.

In the Urban Neighbourhood area, including the UL, UM, UH,
UX, NC and CC zones, there are minimum requirements of:

e 1 parking space per home for detached houses,
semi-detached houses, townhouses, and
apartments with 4 homes or less;

e 1 parking space for every two bedrooms used in
association with a bed and breakfast;

e 1 parking space per home in shared housing, plus
0.2 per rooming unit;

e 1.5 parking spaces per home for apartments with
5 homes or more; and

e 0.5 parking spaces per home for converted
houses.

While these minimum parking requirements may not cause
issues on larger lots, they pose significant challenges for
infill development on some of the city’s narrower lots,
particularly the development of backyard homes on the
same lots as detached houses and apartments with 5
homes or more. Many cities across Canada are reducing
parking minimums for these kinds of residential
developments—finding that requirements exceed actual
demand—or removing parking minimums altogether.

To address the issue of parking minimums in Thunder Bay,
the City should undertake a parking study to assess the true
parking demand for different residential uses and
neighbourhoods. Based on the findings of this study, the
City should review the parking minimums in the Zoning By-
law and reduce or remove these for uses or zones where
the minimum is higher than necessary (e.g. in areas that are
located in proximity to frequent transit service). These
changes will help to remove barriers to infill development
and processes such as the need for minor variances, which
could deter some developers.

Clearer Rules for Tiny Homes and other Alternative forms of Housing

Currently, there are no regulations in the City of Thunder
Bay Zoning By-Law (such as minimums for lot coverage) that
explicitly limit the development of tiny homes and other
alternative forms of housing; however, 55 percent of survey
respondents felt the City of Thunder Bay still needed to
“provide clearer rules for unique kinds of housing, such as

m

‘tiny homes’”. Tiny homes are small and affordable houses,
generally below 400 square feet, which connect to
municipal servicing and may rest on a foundation or on
wheels. In contrast to ADUs, a tiny homes may be smaller

and may occupy their own lot.

Clarity and certainty for developers is particularly needed
when it comes to pocket neighbourhoods or communities
that would include multiple tiny houses or prefabricated

houses on one lot. A typical pocket neighbourhood of tiny
houses, for example, may include approximately 8 to 12 tiny
homes on a 1-acre piece of land, in addition to common
areas that may include community hub buildings,
community gardens, and shared off-street parking.

Although it is unlikely that pocket neighbourhoods and tiny
homes in general will contribute a significant proportion of
the needed housing in Thunder Bay over the next twenty
years, the City of Thunder Bay should nevertheless revise its
zoning by-law to provide clarity on zones where pocket
neighbourhoods would be permitted, along with any
related use-specific regulations.



Supporting Affordable Housing

Research and engagement undertaken for this study
highlights the need for more affordable housing in Thunder
Bay across the housing continuum (including homelessness,
emergency shelters, transitional housing, housing with
supports, community housing, and other forms of
affordable housing that include both renting and home
ownership). While affordable housing has typically been
considered the jurisdiction of the Thunder Bay District
Social Services Administration Board (DSSAB), with the
support of other non-profit and Indigenous-run

Affordable Housing Navigator

Stakeholders in the non-profit sector cited the difficulty of
the development process as a barrier to the creation of new
housing stock. While many non-profit organizations are
working to provide affordable housing options in Thunder
Bay, few have in-house expertise in housing development
and financing. As a result, this has led to false expectations,
frustrations, and potential cancellations in potential
affordable housing developments that are desperately
needed.

In response, the City of Thunder Bay should create a new
ambassador position dedicated to assisting non-profit
organizations in navigating the housing development

Affordable Housing Community Improvement Plan

Currently, affordable units in Thunder Bay are not
developed fast enough to meet demand, with over 1,000
people on the waitlist managed by the DSSAB.

Thunder Bay should encourage the creation of multi-unit
housing and affordable housing by providing a financial
incentive for developers. This may take the form of grants,
rebates, or forgivable loans. This could include the creation
of an Affordable Housing Community Improvement Plan
(CIP) and the identification of a CIP project area that are
prioritized for affordable housing development based on
proximity to transit, adequate servicing, and other relevant
factors. A contractual agreement with housing developers

organizations, the City of Thunder Bay also needs to play a
more active role in supporting affordable housing options
in the city.

This section provides strategies that the City of Thunder Bay
may consider in supporting housing affordability, including:
the hiring of an “Affordable Housing Navigator”; the
preparation of an Affordable Housing Community
Improvement Plan; and the creation of an arms-length
development corporation.

process. The Navigator would grow non-profit
organizations’ capacity to work within the municipal and
provincial development processes by offering help free of
charge as it relates to development applications, permits,
land acquisition, zoning, and funding options and
opportunities. The Navigator would inform non-profit
organizations about opportunities to acquire appropriate
City-owned land for affordable housing projects and
provide assistance on an as-needed basis. Over time, the
Navigator could also identify common and recurring issues,
recommend policy changes, and provide general feedback
intended to simplify the development process in Thunder
Bay.

to sustain affordable rents long-term should be required to
receive these grants.

To prepare an Affordable Housing Community
Improvement Plan, the City should seek input from
advocates and institutions to identify the most promising
target areas and considerations for the grant, which may
include additional elements such as tax increment financing,
property tax rebates, planning and development fee
rebates. The strategy may also include exploring disposing
of city owned surplus lands for the purpose of affordable
housing.



Creation of an Arms-Length Development Corporation

The City of Thunder Bay has extensive land holdings that
could be disposed of for the development of affordable
housing. Currently, the process for the City to dispose of
land for development requires the City to formally identify
land as surplus and then post the land for sale to the general
public via the city’s website and MLS (multiple listing
service). Non-profit housing organizations have expressed
that they are not always aware when new land becomes
available, and the general posting process does not
necessarily lead to visionary developments or achieve
desired targets for affordable housing or quality design.

To be more proactive about the land that becomes available
for sale and to guide the desired outcomes of development
on that land, the City should explore the creation of an
arms-length development corporation that will foster
residential, economic and cultural growth through
innovative partnerships in the disposal of city-owned land
for development.

Arms-length  development corporations have been
successfully implemented in cities across Canada and could
work well in the Thunder Bay context. Winnipeg’s
CentreVenture Development Corporation, for example, has
facilitated more than 150 development projects in
Winnipeg’s downtown area since its inception in 1999.
CentreVenture actively acquires and markets derelict and
underutilized properties and assembles properties for sale
as an attractive package. They also provide loans and gap
financing for projects, program design and administration
of housing construction programs, as well as the
administration of heritage tax credit programs.

A City of Thunder Bay development corporation could
similarly kickstart downtown revitalization projects and
initiate the disposal of important parcels of land with
affordable housing developers, rather than simply posting
properties as available for sale.

SERVICES

Figure 5.2: Winnipeg's CentreVenture is an arms-length development corporation (CentreVenture, 2023)



Incentivizing Housing

This section includes additional strategies to incentivize
housing in the City of Thunder Bay. These strategies include
updating the Core Areas Community Improvement Plan

Grants to incentivize residential infill, encouraging
accessory dwelling units (ADUs), and financial support for
housing repair or renovations.

Updating Core Areas “Community Improvement Plan” (CIP) Grants for Residential Infill

Thunder Bay currently utilizes a Strategic Core Areas
Community Improvement Plan (CIP) to promote growth in
core areas and encourage public and private investment.
Currently, the CIP covers three areas: the North Core, South
Core, and Westfort Project Area. Projects in these areas are
eligible for a maximum of $25,000 in financial incentives,
including a rebate of planning application and building
permit fees, a main floor commercial conversion grant, an
upper floor residential/office conversion grant and a
commercial fagade improvement grant. While the CIP
grants sound enticing, no new permitted residential units
have been incented under the existing CIP to date.

To incentivize more housing, the City of Thunder Bay should
review and revise the “Community Improvement Plan to
further incentivize residential infill development in the
areas within the existing CIP areas. It could also look to
expand the footprint of these areas to include more of the
units highlighted in the vacant land inventory shown in this
report.

The grant could be modified to provide more funding per
unit of rehabilitated/converted housing or new residential
construction in the two downtown cores, Port Arthur and
Fort William, and in the Westfort and Bay/Algoma Business
Districts. There are opportunities in these areas for both
small-scale infill projects, and large-scale residential
conversions of historic or other buildings.

The updated CIP could also include additional incentives for
development that transforms surface parking lots and
vacant commercial lots into new residential or mixed-use
buildings, which could wunlock significant housing
development in these areas.

The analysis presented in earlier sections of this report
show that there are approximately 106 vacant commercial
lots in Thunder Bay’s urban area, with an estimated
development potential of 1,686 housing units, although
some of the lots would be used for new commercial
developments. Incentives could help to significantly
increase the likelihood of housing development on vacant
commercial sites.

Likewise, there are 106 surface parking lots zoned for
residential and 34 surface parking lots in commercial areas,
with estimated development potentials of 728 housing
units and 239 housing units, respectively, if housing was to
be developed on the sites. From a business perspective,
surface lots are a profitable, low-maintenance business
with a low barrier to entry and success. Due to these factors,
the likely development potential of these lots may be low
without incentives for development.



Encouragement of Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)

Following the zoning by-law changes which now permit the
building of multiple dwellings on all lots in the Urban Low-
Rise (UL) zone, the City should begin promoting this change
to encourage the construction of accessory dwelling units
(ADUs). ADUs may include basement suites, laneway
houses, or additional suites in a single-family home. This
could have a major effect on the number of dwelling units
in the City, as this study has shown that up to 43,785
additional units are now permitted by right on existing
residential lots in the Urban Low-Rise Zone.

The City could encourage these units through financial
incentives (grants or loans) to create interest among
residents. Greater Sudbury, for example, has implemented
a Residential Incentive Program that offers a grant of $10
per square foot of newly created affordable habitable

Financial Support for Housing Repair or Renovations

This study has shown that the City of Thunder Bay has one
of the oldest housing stocks in the country. Major repairs
are needed on 3,650 housing units in the city, meaning 7.5%
of all households live in inadequate dwellings. Preserving
these units for the future will be essential, as this amount is
nearly equivalent to the total number of housing units
needed in the City of Thunder Bay by 2045 under the
medium-growth scenario (3,594). If these units become
uninhabitable, the housing need over the next 20 years in
that scenario will essentially double.

Therefore, the City of Thunder Bay should create an
incentive program for housing repairs and renovations of

residential space, or $20,000 per affordable dwelling unit
(whichever is lesser), which is paid out after occupancy
permits are issued. They also have a Second Unit Incentive
program that provides a maximum of $50,000 (up to 50% of
the approved project costs) to non-profit and charitable
organizations who create secondary units. A similar or more
robust incentive program in Thunder Bay would encourage
single-detached dwelling owners to add accessory dwelling
units on their property.

To make it even easier for people to build ADUs, the City of
Thunder Bay may consider creating templates for free-
standing units that will meet zoning requirements and
expedite the approval process. This could be followed by an
advertising campaign to make people aware of financial
incentives and the new regulations.

houses older than a certain age to keep these units in the
housing stock and continuing to provide adequate housing
for their residents. This will also help to create more
habitable affordable housing units in the city, as it will give
people the incentive to purchase and renovate affordable
houses in need of repairs.

This is similar to a program that is offered by one First
Nation with members living in Thunder Bay; the Nation
provides maintenance funding that can be used for repairs
or renovations, with increasing incentives for members
aged 55 and up.

Figure 5.3: Thunder Bay house in need of major repairs

Other Strategies

This section includes other strategies that the City of

Thunder Bay could use to support housing development



that are not related to the topics already covered in the
sections above. These strategies include preparing a city-
wide archaeological management plan; setting up a vacant

Continuing to Implement an E-Permitting System

Thunder Bay has started to implement an e-permitting
system that allows property owners to apply for building
permits for residential projects through an online portal
(see Figure 5.4). Currently, users are able to apply for
permits for new residential accessory buildings (for garages,
sheds, etc.) and structures (such as fences and pools), but
not for new single-family homes, backyard homes, or
seasonal dwellings—they may only apply for permits for
alterations or basement finishing on these buildings. The
online permitting system is not available at all for other
types of residential units, including duplexes and multi-
family housing.

The City of Thunder Bay should continue to add
functionality to the e-permitting system so that all building

Thurnder/ Bay
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industrial land assessment and conversion program;
piloting a tiny home pocket community; and continuing to
implement the e-permitting system.

permits related to housing development can be processed
online (including new single-detached housing, duplexes,
multi-family, etc.).

The e-permitting system should allow applicants to submit
the full application digitally, including application forms
that now need to be submitted in PDF format.

A full e-permitting system should also make it clear to
applicants where the application is in the development
review timeline once an application has been submitted.
This will give additional certainty to developers and simplify
the application process overall, which will particularly be an
asset to non-profit housing developers with less experience
with city development review processes.

RECREATION BUSINESS CITY HALL

Plan, Build and Apply Online

Apply for planning applications and building permits or search for previous application and permits.

Q

Public Search

Search planning applications and building permits

Figure 5.4: Thunder Bay E-Permitting System Webpage (City of Thunder Bay, 2023)
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User Access

Register and login to access the Property and

Permits Portal



Address Student Housing Needs

This study has shown that student housing needs,
particularly from out-of-town students and International
students, assert significant pressure on the supply of
available housing in Thunder Bay. On-campus housing often
requires students to sign full-year leases, even if they intend
to travel back to their hometowns when classes are not in
session. Rather than spend the money paying for housing
when they are not in class, many students look for other
housing options in the City, including renting rooms in other

houses that may not meet code requirements.

The City of Thunder Bay should work with its major post-
secondary institutions and find ways to encourage them to
build more housing on their campuses, with arrangements
that meet the needs of all students. Land owned by these
institutions  has  significant opportunity for infill
development.

Vacant Industrial Land Assessment & Conversion Program

A 2020 Land Study identified 406 vacant, undeveloped
properties which are currently designated for industrial use.
Among these sites are a collective 42 hectares of properties
individually measuring less than 0.5 hectares in size (Note
that these lands are not included in the vacant land
inventory in this report due to this industrial designation).
The 2020 Land Study suggests these properties are limited
in their potential for industrial development due to their
small size. Some of this land may be better suited to
residential use.

Figure 5.5: Thunder Bay industrial land

Working with an environmental engineer to identify the
best candidates, the City should systematically assess land
for compatibility with residential use.

Following this assessment, priority status should be
assigned to land that is city-owned, serviced, and with little-
to-no site remediation required. This would then be made
available for residential development without the need to
develop greenfield sites.
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Piloting a Tiny Home Pocket Community

68 percent of survey respondents said that many more or
some more tiny homes were needed to meet the future
housing demand in the City of Thunder Bay. This
demonstrates strong support for further exploring the
concept of tiny homes in the city.

Popular interest in tiny homes has grown over recent
decades due to the rising price of traditional single-
detached houses alongside a desire for downsizing
possessions and “living simply” as a means of lowering our
ecological footprint. However, despite the level of interest,
few people have had a chance to see a tiny home in person,
let alone a community of tiny homes.

To assess the demand for tiny homes and identify
unexpected barriers, the City of Thunder Bay should work
with a tiny home developer over the next few years to
initiate a tiny home community pilot project.

The Tiny Town Association (TTA) is a Canadian-based non-
profit organization that is looking to partner with cities to
pilot tiny home neighbourhoods that can be replicated, if
successful (see Figure 5.6). The process starts with city staff
identifying one or two potential properties for a project
(approximately 0.8 acres to 4+ acres in size).

The City of Thunder Bay has a significant amount of city-

TINY TOWN ASSOCIATION

POCKET COMMUMITY &ia cis e i e eaiive

24 ACRES
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Figure 5.6: Pocket Community of tiny houses (Tiny Town Association, 2023)

City-Wide Archaeological Management Plan

owned land (as shown earlier in this report) and should
have several sites that would meet the criteria for a pocket
community. If interested in the identified sites, TTA staff
will then select a property to pursue. The city would then
put the property on hold and provide a letter of support to
be used by TTA in funding applications. TTA would then
apply for pre-development funding through the Federation
of Canadian Municipalities (FCM) and the Canada Mortgage
and Housing Corporation (CMHC). At this point, TTA would
design the tiny house community and the site would be
rezoned appropriately. At this point, TTA would secure full
funding for the project, present plans to council, and then,
with all approvals in place, proceed to development. In
municipalities where significant housing is required, TTA
may also consider developing a factory to construct the
homes.

In addition to the TTA, there may be other partners
interested in developing tiny homes in the City of Thunder
Bay. For example, Fort William First Nation has expressed
interest in exploring a pocket neighbourhood for Elders in
Thunder Bay who may not have access to supportive
housing on Reserve.

EXISTIMNG BUILPINGS
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Provincial policy dictates a Stage 1 Archaeological
Assessment must be carried out prior to land development
on properties that have a known archaeological site or the
potential to have archaeological sites. However, 76% of all
land within the municipal boundary of the City of Thunder
Bay falls within the area identified as having the potential
to have archaeological sites. Further, these assessments
require time and money, slowing the rate of building while
increasing the cost of the end product—housing.

Summary

The Thunder Bay Housing Land Needs Study and Strategy
aimed to ensure an adequate supply of housing is available
in the City of Thunder Bay over the next 20 years.

The report shows that Thunder Bay’s population has been
relatively stable in recent years, but the need for more
housing—especially affordable housing—persists. Thunder
Bay must immediately increase the rate of housing
construction to meet the existing housing shortfall and
future growth projections. There is a particular urgency to
addressing the housing needs of Thunder Bay’s Indigenous
population (largely uncounted in the census) and a growing
international student population.

To increase the rate of housing construction, the strategy
and recommendations in the report provide specific actions
to achieve the project goals of improving housing
affordability, reducing barriers to development, creating a
residential land and housing inventory, and addressing the
gaps in the existing housing supply.

By leveraging the 2023 Heritage Inventory (a city-wide
study of land with the aim of verifying and correcting the
inventory of known sites), an Archaeological Management
Plan can be created. This plan would support the goals and
directions of provincial planning documents, streamline the
planning and development process, and provide clear
direction for when archaeological assessments will be
required. Such a plan would remove the financial
uncertainty and time burden from the developer,

accelerating housing creation.

The strategies include recommended changes to Thunder
Bay’s Official Plan policies and zoning regulations; actions to
supporting affordable housing; ideas to incentivize housing;
and other strategies that will help the City of Thunder Bay
to prepare for growth and change over the coming decades.

Housing-oriented initiatives and other efforts put forth by
the City are anticipated to have a significant impact on
housing in both the near- and long-term. As such, the
contents of this report should be reviewed periodically in 5-
year intervals, with projections compared against new data
as it becomes available. This will allow for evaluation of this
strategy and a renewed approach to ensuring Thunder Bay
has enough housing now and in the future.



7. Appendix 1: Engagement Summary
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8. Appendix 2: Site Assessment Matrix
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Engagement Summary

The Thunder Bay Housing Land Needs Study and Strategy will provide a detailed look at the state of current and
future housing needs in the city. A key part of understanding the current and future housing needs in the city is

listening from the lived experience from the residents and housing stakeholders in Thunder Bay. To achieve this,
the two main public engagement objectives for the plan were to:

1. Focus engagement on key stakeholders who are involved in the provision of housing or housing-related
services in Thunder Bay to get the most detailed insights into constraints and barriers to housing
development in the city. This includes private sector housing providers, contractors,
social/supportive/non-profit organizations, Indigenous groups, academic and educational institutions,
City of Thunder Bay staff, housing advocates, private planners/consultants/architects, real estate lawyers,
and other stakeholders.

2. Engage residents of Thunder Bay that represent the full diversity of the population. This will help to
provide a better understanding of lived experience with housing in the city and hear community
member’s ideas for the future of housing development in the city, with a recognition that all people are
affected by decisions regarding housing.

To achieve these objectives, the project team held an in-person workshop in Thunder Bay, conducted one-on-
one interviews both in-person and virtually, and coordinated an online survey open to the public on
getinvolvedthunderbay.ca, the City's public engagement portal. Details of these engagement activities are listed
below.

Stakeholder Workshop
Date(s) Activity Details
Half-day, in-person workshop with 21 key
January 24, 2023 Stakeholder Workshop stakeholders held at Thunder Bay City Hall.

In January 2023, the project team held an in-person workshop with targeted stakeholders at Thunder Bay City
Hall. Targeted stakeholders represented a diversity of interests and backgrounds with the common thread being
their involvement with housing. The objective of the Housing Stakeholder Workshop was to discuss current
constraints and barriers to housing development in Thunder Bay and identify potential opportunities and solutions
to overcome these barriers.

The workshop included a presentation by the project team and facilitated table discussions. Discussion and
feedback were guided by five key questions:

What is Thunder Bay doing well in terms of meeting the housing needs of its residents?
What are the main gaps / barriers to housing in Thunder Bay that serves the needs of all residents?
What types of housing are most needed to meet current and future demand?

Where should different types of housing growth occur?

o o~ NN

What do you think should be done to address the identified housing gaps and barriers?
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Targeted Interviews

Date(s) Activity Details

January — March 2023 Targeted Interviews 19 interviews were held with targeted stakeholders.

From January to March 2023, the project team undertook one-on-one, semi-structured interviews. The objective
of the interviews was to ask specific questions related to housing in Thunder Bay that are best answered by
individuals or groups that are either:

1. Individual developers that may not share their ideas in a workshop setting; or
2. Part of an organization whose mandate goes beyond housing.

During interviews, participants were asked the same key questions from the workshop, along with further probing
questions to extract additional details about their involvement with housing, the barriers they may be facing and
the solutions they would propose:

For private sector housing providers:
Tell us about your involvement in building housing in Thunder Bay. Do you build single-family homes, duplexes, multi-family housing?
How many units per year?
What is currently preventing you from building more housing units per year?
What are your main frustrations or issues you have with building housing in Thunder Bay right now?
Is there anything else that is making the process to build homes take longer than it should, in your opinion?
What do you think could be done to address these issues?
What do you think the City of Thunder Bay should do to help meet the proposed future housing demands in the city?

For social / supportive / Indigenous housing providers & educational & other stakeholders:
What kind of housing needs are you seeing in Thunder Bay right now related to seniors, students, the Indigenous population, etc.?
What are the main barriers / gaps you see to addressing these needs?
What do you think could be done to address these issues?
What do you think the City of Thunder Bay should do to help meet the proposed future housing demands in the city?

Public Survey and Mapping Exercise

Date(s) Activity Details

Online survey open to Thunder Bay residents via
getinvolvedthunderbay.ca. The survey included an
interactive mapping exercise. The survey website
received 1,100 total visits, with 261 individuals
completing the survey and 29 individuals completing
the mapping exercise.

February 2023 Public Survey

The public survey was live on getinvolvedthunderbay.ca during the month of February, closing on March 1, 2023.
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Respondent Demographics

The survey captured a diverse sampling among respondents. They were distributed evenly across Thunder Bay
when sorted by postal codes and represented a variety of household compositions, incomes, age groups, and

genders.
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Most respondents lived in 2-person households, at 41.9%. Nearly equal amounts lived in 1-person and 3-person
households at 19.5% and 18.3% respectively. The remainder lived in 4-person households (11%) and 5+ person
households (7.7%). The remaining 1.6% declined to specify. Compared to 2021 census data, 1-person households
were underrepresented while 2-person households were slightly overrepresented. The remainder were fairly

consistent with the general population.
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How many people live in your household?

50%
40%
30%
20%
I T
0% . - —
1 Person 2 persons 3 persons 4 persons 5+ persons  Prefernotto
answer

M Survey m 2021 Census

Household Incomes

Aside from the lowest bracket of “under $50,000," the household incomes of survey respondents were highly
consistent with census data. Survey responses for options encompassing $50,000-$150,000+ were each less
than 2% apart from their census counterparts. The discrepancy of “under $50,000" responses may be accounted
for by the “prefer not to say” option, which is not offered on the census but was selected 12.2% of survey
respondents.

What is your approximate total annual household income
(before taxes)?

Under $50,000 $50,000-$99,000  $100,000-$149,000 $150,000and over  Prefer not to say

40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%

5%

0%

M Survey ® 2021 Census

Age Groups

In real numbers, only two respondents (0.8%) indicated they were part of the “20 and under” cohort. This is well

below the 19.1% reflected in the census data. A similar trend was observed with the age 80-89 cohort, WV
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one survey respondent (0.4%) despite making up 4.6% of the total population. Note that this was the highest age
bracket offered in the survey while the census continues on to 100 years and over. The age 70-79 cohort was also
underrepresented in the survey, but by a much smaller margin. In general, the survey respondents skewed
younger than the actual population, bookended by nearly perfect representation among the age 21-29 and 60-69
cohorts. The age 30-39 group was the most overrepresented in the survey by a ratio of nearly 2:1. The age 40-49
and 50-59 cohorts had comparable gaps, at 5% and 6.2% above census levels.

These discrepancies could be explained by respondent interests in housing issues. The “20 and under” cohort is
likely living at home en masse or not financially positioned to purchase a home or rent. Similarly, the older
cohorts may have secure housing situations, drawing interest from only those who do not. The remaining age
cohorts are more likely to be buying their first home, upsizing, or nearing the end of their mortgages, which could
explain the heightened interest in this survey.

What is your age?
25.0%
20.0%

15.0%

10.0%
5.0% II
0.0% ] _I I

20and 21-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70-79 80-89  Prefer not
under to answer

M Survey m 2021 Census
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Gender

The self-reported genders of survey respondents were consistent with census data for females, but had less
representation among males, with 11.9% selecting options other than male or female. Statistics Canada only
reports gender as male+ or female+, distributing other responses such as “non-binary” across the two categories.
As such, drawing conclusions from this dataset is more challenging as they cannot be fully and directly compared.

Gender
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0% —_— — .
Male Female Non-binary Other not listed Prefer not to

identify

M Survey m 2021 Census

Other Demographic Information

The survey also asked respondents other demographic information, including the length of time living in Thunder
Bay, their home ownership or rental status, and their involvement (if any) in providing housing or related services
in the City.

4 N
How long have you lived in Thunder Bay?

Number of Responses (n=262)

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200
Less than one year 2%
1-4 years | 7%
5-9 years _ 6%
10-19 years h 12%
20 years or more S SR S S S S S 73%
Not a resident h 1%
- J

When asked how long they have lived in Thunder Bay, 73 percent of survey respondents indicated they had lived
in the city for 20 years or more. 12 percent said they had lived in Thunder Bay for 10 to 19 years, 6 percent from.5
to 9 years and 7 percent from 1 to 4 years. 2 percent said they had lived in the city for less than one year./Anot
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1 percent said they were not a resident in the city. This response rate may indicate two things: first, that Thunder
Bay is a city where people tend to settle and stay for a long period of time; second, that those who live in a place
the longest are more likely to complete a survey related to the future of the city, as they want to see the best for
that place.

Why are you interested in this survey? (Select one response)

Number of responses (n=273)
0 50 100 150 200

Own a home or condominium in Thunder Bay I I I 72%

Rent in Thunder Bay 15%
Live only part-time in ThunderBay I 1%
None of the Above |1 3%

Other (please specify) _ 10%

When asked why they were interested in this survey, 72 percent said they owned a home or condominium in
Thunder Bay and 15 percent said they rented in Thunder Bay (in comparison, the 2021 Census shows that 68
percent of Thunder Bay residents are owners and 32 percent are renters). 10 percent of respondents selected
"Other” — the majority of these responses were from people living just outside of Thunder Bay, people who were
looking to move to Thunder Bay in the future, or people who worked in providing housing services in Thunder
Bay. 1 percent of respondents said they lived part-time in Thunder Bay, while 3 percent selected “None of the
Above.”

The majority of survey respondents (70%) were residents that were not involved in providing housing or related
services. Respondents that were represented a variety of backgrounds, ranging from housing development to
social or support services.

4 N\
Are you involved in providing housing or related services in Thunder Bay?

Number of responses (n = 280)
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200

Housing construction/contractor 12

Private sector housing development

7
Non-profit housing development | 5

Social or supportive services _ 26

Housing financing

Housing for Indigenous peoples -6

Legal real estate services | 1
Student housing Mm@ 5
Realty services | 1

Planning, architecture, engineering, or other consulting services & 5
None of the above 196
Other (please specify) 3
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What We Heara

The tables on the following pages provide a look into engagement outcomes from the stakeholder workshop and
interviews. Each table represents feedback categorized into an engagement outcome, based on a specific
question, or shared line of discussion. Where applicable, the source sector of the person providing the comment
has been captured (in brackets).

Each engagement theme includes a summary of key findings, followed by a list of unique comments recorded
during the workshop and interviews.

Recent Positive Changes

/ N
Thinking back over the last five years, what positive changes have you seen related to

housing in Thunder Bay? (Select all that apply)

Number of Responses (n=261)
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Zoning By-law changes to allow back lane homes and additional units 100

Development in waterfront area 93

None of the above # 57
New infill housing projects # 48
Infrastructure improvements (roads, water, sewer, etc.) # 28

New residential subdivisions

Other (please specify) # 20

Improved models for social housing

I haven't been in Thunder Bay long enough to answer (5 years)

More collaboration between different levels of government H "
- )

Survey participants were asked, “thinking back over the last five years, what positive changes have you seen
related to housing in Thunder Bay?” Participants were able to pick multiple responses from a list that was prepared
based off feedback from the stakeholder workshop. Participants could also add their own options by choosing
“other”.

The most population answer respondents gave for positive housing-related changes in the past five years was
“zoning by-law changes to allow back lane homes and additional units,” which was chosen by 100 respondents.
In close second was “development in waterfront area,” selected by 93 respondents. Nearly a quarter (57) selected
“none of the above.” Note that popularity of an answer does not indicate support or preference for an option,
merely that the respondent has noticed it. This could be why the popular answers are also among the most visible
in the urban environment.

"Other” answers were largely negative, and include the following samples:
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e ‘I haven't seen any positive changes. In fact, | am seeing more people getting priced out of buying or
renting a place. | have seen a huge increase in our unhoused community members and them being
ignored.”

e ‘lt's hard to answer this question. | see Thunder Bay sprawling and worry about how we are going to
continue servicing these new neighbourhoods with snow ploughing, sewers, etc. | really love living in
TBay but do worry about the future. | want to see us help residents to renovate, not relocate (like those
design shows!)”

Engagement Theme Summary of Key Findings

The survey responses were largely echoed by stakeholders. In general,
stakeholders believe that city services and infrastructure have been
improving, and there are good models of social housing already
running in town. The City has already made zoning bylaws more
What Thunder Bay is Doing flexible, with the goal of increasing density and affordability through
Well to Meet Housing Needs | infill developments. Stakeholders liked the examples of adaptive reuse
of old buildings and underutilized lots in the city, such as building
multi-unit dwellings on underutilized old school grounds. Not
surprisingly, developers value the lack of development charges and
think these make the city an attractive location for future development.

What We Heard

Zoning By-Law Changes:
e (Workshop Comment) New infill projects, redevelopments and reusing existing buildings is good.

e (Workshop Comment) Appreciate the new bylaw changes allowing secondary suites, back lane housing
and denser building on existing lots.

e  (Private Sector Housing) The zoning bylaw is more flexible now.

Adaptive Re-use of Buildings and Underutilized Lots:
o (Workshop Comment) Positive developments repurposing older buildings or old schools into multi-family.

Lack of Development Charges:
o (Workshop Comment) There are no development charges in Thunder Bay — good for developers to keep
up-front costs down.

Infrastructure Improvements:
e (Workshop Comment) The City is improving infrastructure, which helps with infill developments.

Housing That is Working Well:
e (Workshop Comment) Thunder Bay has good models for social housing.

e  (Private Planners / Architects / Consultants) There are lots of community based, independent living seniors.
People can live at home longer in Thunder Bay.

City Services:
o (Workshop Comment) Services at the City are better now than they have been in the past.

e (Indigenous Organization / First Nation) There are staff at the City who are very helpful, and good with
managing relationships.

Collaboration Between Different Levels of Government:
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e (Workshop Comment) We've seen more multi-party discussions between the Municipal, Provincial and
Federal levels to address the housing crisis.

Barriers to Housing Development

4 )
What do you think are the most significant barriers to building more housing in

Thunder Bay? (Select all that apply)

Number of Responses (n=261)
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160

| | | | | | |
Cost of building materials 143

Property taxes # 109

Cost of lots to build # 100

Neighbourhood opposition to infill housing # 88
Interest rates # 80

Lack of labour force to build new housing # 74
Lack of available lots for housing # 61

Paperwork and processes 54

Other (please specify) 40

Land availability for new subdivisions 34

Challenging terrain to build on 19
G J

When asked their thoughts on the most significant barriers to building more housing in Thunder Bay, respondents
selected “cost of building materials” as the most popular answer (59.3% of respondents). “Property taxes” was the
second highest response (45.2%) and the “cost of lots to build” was the third (41.5%).

Challenging terrain to build on or the availability of land for new subdivisions were not seen as significant barriers
to building more housing in Thunder Bay, selected by 7.9% and 14.1% of respondents respectively.

“Other” responses were varied, including statements such as:

e "City does not look to/ encourage building/renovating older areas. Leaves too much to developers
which build out and then later turn the infrastructure back to the city and the taxpayers.”

e ‘“Investors buying properties. Look into it. | bet we have a 20-25% investment ownership level in Thunder
Bay. We should disallow people to own more than 5 individual properties, and corporations should not
be allowed to purchase properties.”

e "Absence of a strong plan to improve inner city housing opportunities, including incentives for builders to
choose that option over costly and environmentally unsound suburban sprawl.”
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Engagement Theme Summary of Key Findings

Stakeholders highlighted several gaps and barriers that must be
addressed to encourage more housing development. Among these
issues were high property taxes, which go up even further when
converting a property to multi-residential use. There are also issues
with construction costs and other financial issues can prohibit
development. Many in the industry highlighted labour shortages, a lack
of development-ready lots, and a variety of challenges with infill
development. They also mentioned city, provincial and federal
administrative processes and communication gaps that could be
addressed.

Gaps and Barriers to Building
and Developing Housing

What We Heard

Property Taxes:
o  (Workshop Comment) Property taxes being charged as soon as a lot is registered creates barriers.

e  (Private Planners / Architects / Consultants) We redeveloped a vacant, downtown building and combined
two properties into one. We reduced one water line, one sewer connection and a hydro hookup, but the
taxes went up more than six times even though it was less of a burden on City infrastructure.

e  (Private Planners / Architects / Consultants) Property taxes in the core are high. The only people that can
afford these taxes are snowbirds who leave in winter, and don't contribute to activity in the core.

e  (Private Planners / Architects / Consultants) There are just as high taxes in the downtown cores as in the
suburbs, but when you develop in the core you have to deal with all the social issues.

e (Private Sector Housing) Property taxes do not encourage development. Taxes on multi-unit residential are
way too high.

e (Private Sector Housing) The taxes go up so much for converting to multi-family, it is worth it to not
redevelop.

e (Advocates) The property tax regime for new subdivisions or larger tracts of properties is an issue.

e (Advocates) Taxes on designation is a huge issue.

Construction Costs:
o (Workshop Comment) Building costs are very high in Thunder Bay.

e (Workshop Comment) It is more cost effective to retrofit instead of building new with materials costs.
e (Workshop Comment) The overall costs of development are prohibitive.

e  (Private Sector Housing) Nobody is developing new housing because of the costs, putting increased
pressures on existing stock. There is little incentive to build.

e (Private Sector Housing) Building materials costs increased due to the supply chain issues.

e (Private Planners / Architects / Consultants) The costs of new builds vs. redevelopment. It can be $380 per
square foot or higher for a new build.

Other Financial Hurdles:
e  (Workshop) Organizations building for homeless are supported by grants, but the City should be involved
too.

e (Workshop) CMHC and other grants are available, but small developers or non-profits can't access them.

e  (Private Sector Housing) There are no incentives to build dense or to build affordable housing.
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(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) Duplexes are not financially viable anymore. Even 4-plxes are
getting difficult. You need more bedrooms to make finances possible.

(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) We have looked at purchasing vacant buildings in Thunder Bay to
redevelop as housing for our people. But the economics of those projects didn’t work out at the time.
These projects need to be about more than just housing to work for the First Nation.

(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) All organizations doing social or housing for Indigenous people are
applying to the same resources. There are frequent funding rejections.

(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) 1-bedroom housing for Indigenous people is in the highest
demand but provides the lowest rent and is the most difficult to finance.

(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) If we build anything over three bedrooms, it gets the same funding
as three. It is a difficult balance.

Shortage of Labour & Volunteers:

(Workshop Comment) The costs of construction materials and the shortage of labour are major barriers.
(Private Sector Housing) There are a limited number of house builders in Thunder Bay.
(Private Sector Housing) There is a limited number of contractors.

(Private Sector Housing) There is a labour shortage, and a short building season. There are no contractors
to build developments.

(Advocates) There is a shortage of skilled labour.

(Private Sector Housing) Sub-contractors are busy working in the surrounding communities, limiting trades
to service the Thunder Bay area.

(Social/Supportive/Non-Profit) There is a volunteer shortage, and a shortage of people to work
everywhere.

(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) The challenge in finding workers is pervasive, and COVID made it
worse.

Lack of Development-Ready Lots:

(Workshop Comment) Finding good land is hard. Finding good land for higher density is even harder.

(Private Sector Housing) Land developers are holding lots to select specific builders. There is no inventory
for other developers.

(Advocates) The City's freeze on servicing lands outside of currently approved areas.
(Advocates) The city thinks that land is at a premium, but it is not.
(Private Sector Housing) The City lockdown on servicing properties.

(Private Sector Housing) There is a grid lock, where we have lots of vacant properties, but the only
development is sprawl. It leads to a city that feels full of “lots of shitty small car dealerships”.

(Private Sector Housing) We need to address the demographic issues around housing supply. COVID is
making seniors not change over the supply. Millennials are still a major buying cohort driving up prices.

(Private Planners / Architects / Consultants) It is easier for developers to get commitments to buy for larger
lots.

(Private Planners / Architects / Consultants) It costs the same to develop in the core as elsewhere, but
suburban developments make a premium, so nobody wants to develop the core.

(Advocates) The City attitude is that subdivisions are bad and cost the city money, but some studies
suggest that subdivisions provide ongoing profits to the city.

THUNDER BAY HOUSING LAND NEEDS STUDY & STRATEGY | 13




(Private Sector Housing) Different kinds of housing are not paying their fair share, and with sprawl it only
gets worse.

(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) There are way less lots available today compared to the past. You
need personal knowledge to find them.

(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) To succeed with a development, you need to have the right
people to help find the right land at the right time.

(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) The provincial mandate to encourage infill has created more
interest in the urban lots we are usually looking for.

(Advocates) Mining companies are always asking where their employees can live. There are no lots
available, even though there is land.

(Workshop Comment) Feeling like some lots are locked down due to lack of services.

City-Owned Land:

(Workshop Comment) The City is the largest property owner and should identify affordable development
opportunities and locations.

(Workshop Comment) The City is selling off property that it could have developed.

(Workshop Comment) Difficult discussions between the City and Province. Changes are driven by larger
centres in southern Ontario and may not suit Thunder Bay.

(Social/Supportive/Non-Profit) The City is the largest property holder; they need to work with community
organizations.

Challenges with Infill:

(Workshop Comment) Infill housing can reinforce social divisions. People don’t want infill because of the
stigma.

(Workshop Comment) Parking minimums and other restrictions. For infill, where will people park?

(Workshop Comment) Lot sizes in Thunder Bay are small, and inexpensive, but hard to build on. 25" and 33’
lots are hard to develop.

(Private Sector Housing) There won't likely be a big uptake in secondary suites under the new zoning. The
land size constraint is still there, and it is hard to service additional buildings. Additional parking is also an
issue. Where do you park 3 or 4 vehicles?

(Private Sector Housing) 25’ lots are hard to sell in Thunder Bay, they are seen as less desirable. Builders
who do develop them cut costs.

(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) Not every site can benefit from the new zoning. You can't always
fit three units on a 33’ lot.

(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) We faced lots of pushback from the community and NIMBYism
about the transitional housing project. It was appealed, but we won.

(Private Planners / Architects / Consultants) The new zoning is good, but laneway homes face real
infrastructure issues.

(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) Sometimes the limitations are strange. Like needing to keep sight
lines, but the zoning doesn't allow for denser buildings anyways.

(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) We had parking issues with one building. It was originally allowed
in the front, but during re-zoning it had to be moved to the back. This made access and shoveling hard.

(Private Sector Housing) The costs to develop different lots are exactly the same, but you get more money
for bigger lots so there is no incentive to do infill.

Communication:
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(Workshop Comment) There are barriers and blocks at the City. It is hard to get answers even over the
phone.

(Private Planners / Architects / Consultants) There are a lot of mom and pop developers. People who own
one or two houses to rent them out. This has been going on for decades.

(Private Sector Housing) If you are a small developer, or have a couple of rentals, you probably aren't
invited to share your opinion with the “big players”.

City Development Application Timelines / "Red Tape”:

(Private Sector Housing) The City should have less oversight and control on new developments.

(Private Sector Housing) Developers will choose the low hanging fruit and build outside of Thunder Bay to
avoid the red tape. There is too much bureaucracy here.

(Private Sector Housing) The City rezoning approvals are becoming more involved, with secondary plan
requirements, landscaping requirements etc.

(Private Planners / Architects / Consultants) There are lots of issues with the timeline to bring new lots
online.

(Advocates) People are choosing to build in surrounding communities instead of Thunder Bay because it is
cheaper and faster.

Provincial and Federal Development Processes / Timelines:

(Workshop Comment) Issues with the length of time to register new subdivisions.

(Workshop Comment) Provincial environmental assessments take too long (up to two months to get an
email).

(Advocates) The bureaucracy of dealing with two levels of government for permitting and approvals is
challenging.

(Private Sector Housing) There is provincial government bureaucracy for land subdivisions, road access and
environmental assessments.

(Private Sector Housing) There are problems with the Ontario new home warranty program. It is a big hold
up. You need to be registered to sell any property in Ontario, it adds time and costs.

(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) There are hurdles with the provincial environmental regulations.
The application process takes a long time, and if the regulator comes back with any questions it resets
your timeline.

(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) Provincial and federal funding models have strict timelines that
don't always line up with the short building season.

(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) The province and City weren't clear about environmental study
requirements. They need to be upfront and clear about ESA requirements for developments.

(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) The Record of Site Condition when changing uses is long and
arduous. It doesn't just affect changing commercial to residential but changing vacant land to residential
too.

Other:

(Workshop Comment) The lead time for utilities is a barrier (water hookups can take months).
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Housing Affordability and Access

/ N
Please complete the sentence. "In my opinion, home purchase prices in Thunder Bay

are..." (Select one response)

Number of Responses (n=261)
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

"Similar to other comparable cities." : : : : : : : 30%
"Alittle lower than other comparable cities." : : : : : : o 28°
"Alittle higher than in comparable cities." * 15%
"Much higher than in comparable cities." # 11%
"Much lower than other comparable cities." # 9%
[ don't know. # 8%
- J

The survey asked respondents for their opinions on home purchase prices in Thunder Bay relative to comparable
cities. Over one third (38%) felt home purchase prices are lower in Thunder Bay than in comparable cities. Among
those responses, 9% felt prices were much lower and 287% felt they were a little lower. At 30%, “similar to other
comparable cities” was the largest individual response. The “higher” responses were divided into “a little higher”
(15%) and "much higher” (11%). The remaining 8% said they did not know. These responses indicate a lack of
consensus among respondent perceptions of home purchase prices in Thunder Bay. In general, it is a fair
assessment to say home prices in Thunder Bay are seen as similar to or lower than comparable cities, as these
categories comprise 67% of all responses.

4 N\
Please complete the sentence. "In my opinion, residential rent prices in Thunder Bay

are..." (Select one response)

Number of responses (n=262)
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"Alittle lower than other comparable cities." h 7%
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In contrast to home purchase prices, respondents felt residential rent prices in Thunder Bay skew much higher
than in comparable cities. A majority of respondents felt prices were higher in Thunder Bay, split nearly evenly
between “much higher” (29%) and “a little higher” (28%). Only 8% felt Thunder Bay’s prices were lower, while 21%
felt they were similar. The remaining 14% did not know how to complete the prompt. These responses suggest
Thunder Bay's rental market is perceived as more expensive than peer cities, but conclusions cannot be drawn
about actual affordability from this question alone.
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Do you currently spend 30% or more of your total household income on housing costs?
(Select one response)

Number of responses (n=259)
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Yes, much more than 30%. : : : : : 28%
Yes, 30% ora little more. : : : : : ' = 27%
No, a little less than 30%. # 20%

No, a lot less than 30%. s s s s—— 19%

Idon'tknow: — 5% | ‘ |
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Regardless of ownership or rental status, survey results show housing in Thunder Bay is unaffordable, with most
respondents indicating they were spending 30% or more of their total household income on housing costs. This is
broken down into “much more” at 28.2% and “a little more” at 27.4%. Of those spending less than 30% of their
income on housing, 20.1% were spending “a little less” and 18.9% were spending “a lot less.” The remaining 5.4%
did not know. These results place over 50% of respondents in unaffordable arrangements, illustrating a troubling
picture of the housing environment in Thunder Bay.

Engagement Theme Summary of Key Findings

Stakeholders noted several challenges to housing affordability in
Thunder Bay. Rentals are expensive, dispersed, and not meeting the
needs of students, seniors, or the Indigenous population. Stakeholders
feel that the home ownership market is more reasonably priced
compared to the rental market. However, average incomes are
relatively low in Thunder Bay compared to larger urban centres in
Housing Affordability and Ontario and the lack of entry-level housing stock makes entering the

Access market a challenge. This is compounded by those taking advantage of
low real estate prices and holding onto land, adding to the scarcity of
affordable homes that would otherwise be on the market. The lack of
options has forced some people to rent beyond their means, live in
hotels, or even be forced into homelessness. Low-income earners have
been overlooked by developers, and affordability remains the biggest
barrier to secure housing.

What We Heard
o (Workshop Comment) Average incomes are still low and create difficult decisions whether to rent or buy.

e (Workshop Comment) Racism remains a huge barrier and leads to homelessness.
e (Workshop Comment) Homelessness disproportionately affecting the Indigenous population.
e (Workshop Comment) Professionals are retiring to surrounding communities or moving away.

e (Workshop Comment) The social housing stock is not adequately maintained. Struggles with operating
costs.

e (Workshop Comment) There is a shortage of rentals and housing.
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(Academic) The college only provides information about campus residences. The college only provides
students with guidance on what to look for in a landlord.

(Academic) Students only want 9-month leases for the semester, but residences and landlords ask for
annual commitments. This forces students into other housing because they are looking for more
affordable solutions.

(Advocates) Housing is spread out, there is limited bus service and proximity to services/shopping etc.

(Private Planners / Architects / Consultants) There is a natural transition in housing, from small to bigger
later in life, but there are not that many affordable homes for people entering the market.

(Private Planners / Architects / Consultants) There are people living in hotels for long periods of time
because there are no other options.

(Private Sector Housing) The price to rent ratio is very skewed in Thunder Bay. It is cheap to buy but
expensive to rent. There are limited options to buy, so most people are forced into expensive rentals.

(Private Sector Housing) The bar to get into the rental market as a landlord has been low in Thunder Bay.
70-80% of the stock could be in rentals. Lots of people are buying then renting out.

(Private Sector Housing) Rental housing is very dispersed. Less in suburban zones and none in the intercity.

(Private Sector Housing) The relative affordability of real estate led to a lot of rentals and less options to
buy. This has been going on for a long time.

(Private Sector Housing) Developers are only building high-end homes.
(Private Sector Housing) Rental housing has lagged behind sprawl and creates its own dynamics.

(Private Sector Housing) Even when new developments hold certain parts for density or affordability, it is
still mostly single detached housing.

(Private Sector Housing) When we talk about affordable housing, people almost always talk about the price
of buying a new home, but 60% of the city rents, and most renters are lower income (students, seniors
etc).

(Private Sector Housing) Builders and developers are looking for ROI, and it is very hard to see it for
affordable housing and helping with homelessness.

(Private Sector Housing) No new construction will ever be affordable; it will be a struggle for anyone
making less than six-figures.

(Social/Supportive/Non-Profit) Substance abuse is a significant barrier to housing for individuals
experiencing homelessness. It can make them ineligible for housing that would otherwise be available.

(Social/Supportive/Non-Profit) Systemic discrimination exists in Thunder Bay, especially for Indigenous
peoples and it is a barrier to housing.

(Social/Supportive/Non-Profit) People don't apply for supportive housing because the wait can be 15-20
years.

(Social/Supportive/Non-Profit) People needing more care or supportive housing end up inadequately
housed in the community.

(Social/Supportive/Non-Profit) Lots of young people (20s, 30s, 40s) need supportive housing because of
health or other issues.

(Social/Supportive/Non-Profit) Homelessness is concentrated in Fort William because this is where services
and affordable housing are located.

(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) There are not many people tackling the issue of homelessness.
The City needs to advocate more.

(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) We can't manage our resident intake; it is through the District
Social Services Administration Board (DSSAB). The list could be up to 1000 people now.

(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) There is an affordable housing crisis in Thunder Bay.
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e (Indigenous Organization / First Nation) Wequedong Lodge provides stays for people coming for medical
treatments, but it is over capacity. They are trying to expand but facing roadblocks.

¢ (Indigenous Organization / First Nation) We have no Elders' housing in our community, so they all have to
go to Thunder Bay.

¢ (Indigenous Organization / First Nation) There are barriers to housing for our members in Thunder Bay, so
they want to build homes on-Reserve, but there are loan and funding barriers too.

¢ Indigenous Organization / First Nation) Our Nation provides maintenance funding to members living in
Thunder Bay. You can use it for repairs or renovations. The amount goes up if you are over 55 years old.

Desired Housing Types

-
Do you feel more variety of housing is needed in Thunder Bay? (Select one response)

Number of Responses (n=261)
0 50 100 150 200 250

[ [ [ I
Yes, more variety is needed. 86%

No, there are already enough housing options. 8%

I don't know. F 6%

-

The survey asked respondents if they felt more variety of housing is needed in Thunder Bay. Respondents
overwhelmingly indicated support for more housing options in Thunder Bay, with 86% agreeing more variety is
needed. Only 8% felt there was already enough variety in existing housing inventory while 6% did not know how
to answer.
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When you think of the following types of housing, how much more of each type will be
needed in Thunder Bay over the next 20 years?

Rural housing

Secondary suites

Tiny homes

Co-op housing

Other supportive housing

Assisted living

55+/Seniors Living
Condominiums

Large apartments (over 5-storeys)
Small apartments (under 5-storeys)
Townhouses/rowhouses

Duplexes

High-end single detached houses
Mid-priced single-detached houses
Entry Level/affordable single-detached houses

0 50 100 150 200 250
Number of Responses (n=237)

m Many more needed ~ m Some more needed ~ m No more/already enough

Respondents were asked if they thought Thunder Bay will need “many more,” “some more,” or “no more/already
enough” of 15 different housing types over the next 20 years. They also had an option to choose “| don't know”
(not shown on the graph above).

The four types of housing that respondents said were most needed were: Assisted living, entry-level/affordable
single-detached houses, 55+/seniors living, and small apartments. Further comments on different housing
types are provided below:

e For single-detached houses, respondents felt Thunder Bay needs more entry level/affordable homes,
some more mid-priced homes, and no more high-end homes.

e Respondents saw a clear need for more duplexes and townhouses/rowhouses, with a small percentage
feeling there is already enough of each.

e On apartments, respondents preferred small buildings (under 5-storeys) to large buildings (over 5-
storeys), but support was strong for both.

e Regarding tiny homes, 68% of respondents said many (37%) or some (31%) more tiny homes were
needed in Thunder Bay in the future.

e Respondents also had favourable opinions on co-op housing, with 34% saying many more were needed
and 28% saying some more are needed. One participant said, “Co-operative housing is a proven model.
Self-supporting. Thunder Bay has 3 housing co-operatives that | know of, all self-supporting. All self-
governing. The City of Thunder Bay should be supporting this model.”

e Participants had mixed opinions on condominiums, with 37% of respondents feeling there was already

enough, 34% suggesting some more are needed, and 17% saying many more were needed. /
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Secondary suites received high levels of support (56% saying many or some more were needed) but also
had the highest rate of “| don't know" responses.

Rural housing was dominated by “already enough” responses (46%). 32% said some more or many more
rural housing units were needed.

Engagement Theme Summary of Key Findings

Stakeholders had a wide range of answers regarding which housing
types were most needed in Thunder Bay. Students need access to
affordable rentals during school and entry-level homes to retain them
long-term as new graduates. Seniors need affordable, accessible
buildings with the option for assisted living. Alternative models of
Types of Housing Most affordability like co-ops, rent-to-own properties, and tiny homes were
Needed suggested, as well as transitional housing for those experiencing
homelessness. Indigenous stakeholders highlighted the need for
permanent lifetime housing while recognizing that 1-bedroom housing
is the most sought-after. Stakeholders also said there was an appetite
for higher end multifamily units and condos as well, which were not
identified as high needs by the residents in the community survey.

What We Heard

(Workshop Comment) Seniors’ residences and accessible buildings.

(Workshop Comment) Affordable housing, coops, resources for homelessness.
(Workshop Comment) Rent-to-own options.

(Workshop Comment) Tiny homes.

(Workshop Comment) Single-detached, estate sized homes.

(Workshop Comment) Potential for land lease.

(Workshop Comment) Higher end four and six-plexes.

(Workshop Comment) Student housing for college and university, starter homes.
(Workshop Comment) Seniors assisted living and seniors patio style homes.

(Workshop Comment) More affordable housing. We need to look at the trends to see the need for rentals
vs. ownership.

(Workshop Comment) We should be fixing the older housing stock.

(Workshop Comment) Transitional housing for people experiencing homelessness.
(Workshop Comment) More apartments for rentals.

(Workshop Comment) Supportive housing near transit and services.

(Advocates) The people that want to live and work in Thunder Bay are well-to-do mining and forestry
people. They have different wants and needs that aren’t being met. The City doesn’t want to hear that
mining people want to move to Thunder Bay.

(Academic) There is a lack of affordable housing to retain graduated students in the community.
(Private Sector Housing) There is a shortage of seniors and affordable housing units.
(Private Planners / Architects / Consultants) We need to see more options and variety of housing.

(Private Planners / Architects / Consultants) More seniors and assisted living options are needed.
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e  (Private Planners / Architects / Consultants) We have heard about four new hotels in development now.

e  (Private Planners / Architects / Consultants) The market we are seeing wants single family, larger, suburban
style homes with frontage. These lots need septic, even if they have City water.

e  (Private Sector Housing) Student housing is one of the big housing challenges facing Thunder Bay.

e  (Private Sector Housing) The vast majority of rentals in Thunder Bay are single detached houses converted
to rentals.

e  (Private Sector Housing) You can build housing that is not a big suburban home. People will want nice
condos.

e (Indigenous Organization / First Nation) There is a gap in addressing women and transgender people
experiencing homelessness.

¢ (Indigenous Organization / First Nation) Housing for Indigenous residents is intended to be permanent,
lifetime housing.

¢ (Indigenous Organization / First Nation) 1-bedroom housing for Indigenous people is in the highest
demand.

e (Indigenous Organization / First Nation) There is an interesting idea about using Tiny Homes. Mattawa is
looking at this with a local developer.

e  (Municipal Government/Agencies) We have heard that hotels are being used as long-term housing for the
mining industry because there is not enough housing.

e (Municipal Government/Agencies) The mining industry would likely see all levels of need and desire, from
different workers. Some bigger homes with yards, some people with families etc.

e  (Municipal Government/Agencies) There are lots of mining operations that fly in and fly out, or use short
term rentals. There can be some opportunities for staff living in Thunder Bay and some on-site, it is a mix.

Population Changes

4 N\
Please complete the sentence. "In the next 20 years, | expect the population of Thunder

Bay to..." (Select one response)

Number of responses (n=247)
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When projecting population changes over the next 20 years, there is little consensus among respondents. Those
predicting growth accounted for 43% of responses, with “grow slowly” being the most popular response overall at
32%. Those predicting decline accounted for 29% of responses, with just 6% of responses foreseeing a rapid
decline. The population was expected to “stay around current levels” by 23% of respondents while 5% did not
know how to answer. The majority of responses predicted Thunder Bay will either grow slowly or stay the'same,
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which is relatively consistent with prior trends.

Engagement Theme Summary of Key Findings

Stakeholders pointed to several trends to explain Thunder Bay's
changing population. They noted that it is widely believed residents
(particularly Indigenous residents) are undercounted by as much as 28%
of the census figures. This hurts Thunder Bay as some government
funding sources are based on population. New immigrants are moving
to Thunder Bay by the hundreds annually, with many expected to
remain long-term. In 2022, refugees from Afghanistan arrived and were
settled into hotels because there were no other options. Growth has
also long been anticipated from the mining industry, but the city cannot
provide adequate housing to current workers, with some living out of
hotels long-term. A future threat to the population includes smaller
municipalities competing with Thunder Bay for growth.

Population Changes

What We Heard

e (Workshop Comment) We estimate that the population of Thunder Bay is undercounted. There could be
20,000 people not counted.

e (Workshop Comment) If the city had better population statistics, we could access better sources of
provincial or federal funding.

e  (Private Sector Housing) Slow population growth means lower demand for housing.

e (Municipal Government/Agencies) The role of the Northern Immigration Pilot Program is big. The
allocation is for 400 recommendations this year. This would turn into more than 400 new residents. To
date, 500 recommendations turned into 700 people (including family members of the individuals
recommended).

e  (Municipal Government/Agencies) Many new immigrants are expected to stay in Thunder Bay. Immigration
is expected to increase. There is a study to see how many new immigrants stay in Thunder Bay or leave for
better jobs.

e (Municipal Government/Agencies) When new immigrants arrive, the housing they get depends a lot on the
company that they work for, or the supporting agency.

e (Municipal Government/Agencies) The multi-cultural centre is responsible for settlement services. They
supported 100 refugees from Afghanistan in December. We have heard that hotels are being used because
of a lack of alternatives.

e (Advocates) Smaller municipalities are attracting growth and will eat into our population.

e (Advocates) Thunder Bay has between 20,000-30,000 people not being counted in the population. If the
hidden population was recognized, would this change attitudes at City Hall? Would their view on
development change?

e (Municipal Government/Agencies) For any mining operations within 100-200km, there is a high likelihood
that staff would be living in Thunder Bay.

e  (Private Sector Housing) Developers are always saying “the mining boom is coming, where are we going to
house all these people?”, but there has always been a "boom” just around the corner in Thunder Bay, for
decades it has always been “coming”.
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Location of New Housing

Asked about the most important factors were the respondent seeking a new residence in Thunder Bay, several
clear favourites emerged.

The most popular response was an “area that feels safe,” selected by 62.3% of respondents at a nearly 3:2 ratio
over the next most popular answers, “less expensive rent/mortgage” and “access to trails/parks.”

An additional 30.4% of respondents made “I'm perfectly happy with my current home" the fourth most popular
answer, while “closer to shops/culture” rounded out the top five. After the fifth answer, there is a much lower
degree of separation between options until reaching the bottom 3 answers. These were “closer to other family
members” (9.3%), “I'm looking to leave Thunder Bay” (6.1%), and “other” (5.3%).

/
What factors would be important if you were looking to move to a new home/place of residence

in Thunder Bay? (Select all that apply)

Number of responses (n=261)
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Less expensive rent/mortgage 102
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Access to trails/parks 101

I'm perfectly happy with my current home # 15

Closer to shops/culture

Larger yard/outdoor space # 57

Less house/yard maintenance

Water or mountain views

Closer to my place of work # 49

Larger than where | currently live (ie: more square footage)

More accessible/barrier-free/less stairs

More rural

More interaction with neighbours

Better access to public transit # 44
———

Assisted-living supports (medical care, meal plans, etc.)

Closer to other family members H 23

I'm looking to leave Thunder Bay _ 15

Other (please specify)
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When looking for places to develop housing, the City of Thunder Bay
should encourage... (Select all that apply)

Number of responses (n=261)
0 50 100 150 200 250

Filling in empty lots in the existing urban area before expanding outwards # 83%
Acquisition and demolition of deteriorated homes for higherdensity...# /8%
Housing development on underutilized or vacant commercial sites # 73%
Housing development on underutilized for vacantindustrial sites # 64%
Housing on currently undeveloped land on educational or other‘..# 5406
Increasing housing density in existing neighbourhoods # 529

Building new residential subdivisions outside the existing urban area _ 18%
Exploring all publicand private lands for housing, even if it means some.._ 16%
Other (please specify) h 6%

None oftheabove | 1%

. J

According to most respondents, the City of Thunder Bay should encourage infill over greenfield development
when looking for new housing sites. Among infill options, building on empty lots in existing urban areas was the
most popular response, selected by 83% of respondents. Acquiring deteriorated homes for demolition to build
in higher densities was also popular, receiving support from 78%. Repurposing underutilized or vacant
commercial and industrial sites were third and fourth with 73% and 64% respectively. Using educational or other
institutional sites toward the same goal was less popular, receiving support from 54% of respondents.

Despite the popularity of infill options, only 52% said the City should encourage increasing density in existing
neighbourhoods, suggesting perhaps that some who support infill would prefer to see it done at densities
consistent with the current housing stock.

Greenfield development options were unpopular overall. Fewer than one in five (18%) supported new subdivisions
beyond the existing urban area, and only 16% supported the idea of using existing greenspace if necessary. The
“other” response was selected by 6%, and only 2 respondents (1%) said “none of the above”.

"Other” responses consisted mostly of respondents stressing the need for infill development over new
subdivisions outside the urban area:
e "Stop spreading subdivisons outward!!!!l This is feeding the growing tax problems. Our taxes are too high
here but in order to maintain our infrastructure, we need taxes. Start taxing corporations at a higher rate

and leave the private citizens! In fact, the private citizens should be paying less in taxes because it is too
high.”

e “Under NO circumstances should we further degrade any existing greenspaces within city limits or allow
further sprawl for housing development.”
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e "More creative solutions are needed, that don't destroy the uniformity of a neighbourhood or skyline.
The Algoma Street Apartments for University Students is a good example of the old school yard.”

e  “Build more affordable housing including rent geared to income. Stop attacking the homeless population.
Allow space for encampments.”

Engagement Theme Summary of Key Findings

Stakeholders largely agreed with residents in the survey that land
already serviced by the city should be prioritized over greenfield
development, and housing should be located near transit and other
amenities. While some acknowledged the push-pull relationship
between sprawl and densification in Thunder Bay, most were focused
Location of New Housing on making use of existing infrastructure and reuse of vacant buildings
or lots in mature neighborhoods. Employee housing for mining and
other industries of all types and tenures is in demand, from rentals to
large family homes with yards. Stakeholders highlighted several specific
locations where they wanted to see new housing development: the
Lakehead Psychiatric Hospital, the Waterfront, and Fort William.

What We Heard

(Workshop Comment) Any location where it is allowed and suitable for the specific type of development.
(Workshop Comment) Using existing buildings, take advantage of what is not in use.

(Workshop Comment) Empty schools or other buildings. They also have lots of open land and have
existing services.

(Workshop Comment) The waterfront, with opportunities for a range of types and costs.

(Workshop Comment) Affordable housing needs to be located where the land cost is cheaper, downtown
or the south end.

(Workshop Comment) Empty lots or other cost viable areas. But if there are no hookups to utilities then it
is costly.

(Workshop Comment) In locations that take advantage of existing services.

(Workshop Comment) In locations nearby amenities, bus routes, grocery stores and schools.
(Workshop Comment) The LPH lands. Redeveloping or building new on this big site.
(Workshop Comment) Lands behind the current police station on Balmoral.

(Workshop Comment) Fill in the gaps where there is older housing stock. The older neighbourhoods are
more beautiful.

(Workshop Comment) The urban limits shouldn't restrict where people want to build or live.

(Private Sector Housing) Even new developments are exclusively residential, with no commercial or mixed
use. They don't include a local neighbourhood fabric.

(Private Sector Housing) We need to encourage walkability and transit for new developments. They aren’t
accessible.

(Private Sector Housing) The people that often get a voice are developers and the construction industry,
with a vested interest in expansion. This puts an enormous strain on the City to pay for infrastructure.

(Private Sector Housing) There are social issues with the downtown (Fort William) core. There is also a lack
of grocery stores and essential services in the downtown core, Fort William. This makes it hard to attract
housing.
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(Social/Supportive/Non-Profit) Transitional housing for youth is in progress at a site on Junot Avenue,
close to the EMS building. The site is close to amenities, walkable and has services nearby. The site also has
trees adjacent, helping maintain a connection to the land for indigenous youth.

(Social/Supportive/Non-Profit) We are looking at two sites, one on George St. and one on Donald St. as
possible expansion for [the shelter]. Both sites are close to Simpson St.

(Social/Supportive/Non-Profit) The old McKellar hospital was redeveloped into seniors assisted living
successfully.

(Social/Supportive/Non-Profit) It is too easy in Thunder Bay to develop in the forest. Buy some bush,
bulldoze, and you go.

(Academic) The college has no plans to develop or sell property currently. The plan is to keep the campus
as green as possible and stick to the current footprint.

(Academic) The private sector built the two apartments, and the College leases the buildings. The
apartments are mainly for international students.

(Advocates) There is a shortage of serviced land to build/develop.
(Advocates) Allow for housing in areas set aside for green space (River Park area).

(Advocates) The LPH lands, you could build 400 houses there tomorrow, but the City attitude about that is
negative.

(Private Planners / Architects / Consultants) First time homebuyers have different needs, their first home is
not going to be suburban in Thunder Bay.

(Private Sector Housing) There is a push-pull right now between sprawl and densification. Thunder Bay is
very suburban.

(Private Sector Housing) The waterfront has historically been the least attractive part of the city. It is still
mostly industrial and disconnected by rail.

(Private Sector Housing) There are ways to build high-end in a dense way. Look at the waterfront
redevelopment.

(Private Sector Housing) Fort William is a big opportunity. If there was no more open land, developers
would be pushed to think about building in other parts of the city.

(Private Sector Housing) There are lots of brownfield opportunities, most of the waterfront is brownfield,
but it is not prioritized because of costs.

(Private Sector Housing) The City should push a lot more about the south side, to contribute to fiscal
sustainability.

(Private Sector Housing) We need to motivate the City to convert commercial into residential. And to open
good City land along bus routes and underutilized parks.

(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) Our units are scattered around the city. We used to learn about
available land from the City website, but that information is lacking now.

(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) We try to find lots that are close to services and walkable.

(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) Our youth transitional housing project is in progress on Junot
Avenue, behind the EMS building.

(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) It was important to find a space with some open land, so the youth
in transition can remain connected to it.

(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) Transitional housing needs to be located close to services and
transportation.
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Opportunities for the City of Thunder Bay to Support Housing Development

g How do you think the City of Thunder Bay should support affordable housing or non- b
market housing options? (Select all that apply)
Number of responses (n=261)
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160
Fast-tracking development approvals for affordable housing : : : : : : I 60%
Providing clearer rules for unique kinds of housing, such as "tiny homes" : : : : : : 55%
Increasing support services to help individuals and non-profitorganizations...% 55%
Providing other incentives for affordable housing development # 51%
Providing financial incentives for affordable housing development M 46%
The City of Thunder Bay should not be involved in supporting aﬁordable...H 109
Other (please specify) H 109
Maintaining existing supports, but not increasing services - 8%
I don't know 5%
- )

To support affordable or non-market housing options, respondents felt the City of Thunder Bay should be “fast-
tracking development approvals for affordable housing” (60%), “providing clearer rules for unique kinds of
housing, such as 'tiny homes™ (55%), and “increasing support services to help individuals and non-profit
organizations navigate development processes” (55%). Only 10% felt the City should not be involved in supporting
affordable housing, and 8% suggested maintaining existing supports but not increasing services.

"Other” responses and further clarification about why people chose the a including those on the following topics:
Zoning Changes

e "Allow for rapid rezoning of low-density housing areas. Able to bypass the nimbys.”

e "Promoting dense development in walkable areas, getting rid of zoning bylaws and parking minimums to
promote mixed use neighbourhoods, immediate end to all suburban development.”

e "Make it way harder to build in outlying areas, the city should not be sprawling out into the woods, it
should be filling in”

o Develop clearer rules and guidelines around “unique” housing developments to lower the barrier to entry
for people not from a development background.

e We must eliminate the profit motive, and if we are considering up-zoning areas to increase density, then
there must be a focus on affordable community housing for low-income households and the non-profit,
cooperative and municipal housing sector must be given priority support over for-profit development.

e Transit oriented development with fast tracked approval for said developments.
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Tax Changes: Incentives & Disincentives

“Provide more aid for subsidized housing or more alternatives to help get more people in safe places.
Also maintaining the current units.”

“Levy a large disincentive tax on any landlord that leaves any housing unit empty while not being actively
renovated. This would drag rent down across the board and increase available units rather than allowing
them to be hoarded away for market manipulation by the owner class. Penalize house-flippers with taxes
also, or flat out prevent them from selling houses they have not lived in. Pass a law so that a portion of
money paid in rent becomes equity in the rental property for the renter. Renters should not be paying
mortgages for landlords when the equity only goes towards the capitalist class and away from working
people.”

"Offer financial incentives to gentrify unused/in need of repair houses and buildings into affordable social
housing.”

“Some of the old infrastructure needs to be torn down, give people incentives to buy the cheaper homes
and they have to live in them.”

“Financial support (loans, downpayments, etc.) for individual property owners to build laneway houses or
apartments to increase rental units.”

“Negotiate with First Nations and related Federal Government agencies to provide FN housing. The city
could reduce or eliminate land development fees. Provide financial incentive to attract factory
construction of pre-built houses. This provides better quality control, year-round construction
opportunities (build in sections, store and install in warmer weather) Also provides commercial
opportunity to sell the houses to agencies and people outside the Thunder Bay area.”

The City must financially incentivize small infill projects to attract builders because small infill projects
produce marginal return on investment compared to subdivisions and large multi-unit projects. Bring
together citizens and developers in a think tank to brainstorm better solutions to housing.

Offer incentives to refurbish abandoned/run-down buildings for housing.

Rent Controls & Standards for Landlords and Tenants

“Creating rules to limit rent prices/ increases”

"Enforce or create appropriate by-laws applicable to landlords and tenants so everyone is treated fairly”

“In terms of support the city should try to support the "affordable” market housing by asking landlords to
maintain them (do they inspect them ever? is there a minimum standard of upkeep?); in terms of creating
more - creating incentives would be helpful - as long as they are maintained”

Rent control, accountability for landlords, more enforcement regarding slumlords and rooming houses.

Developing City-Owned Land

"COTB should consider subdividing some of its larger land holdings and selling individual residential lots.
This would mean more revenue for the municipality, and improved availability of land for smaller/ family
scale development. This would also promote variety in new developments, which is important for a
healthy neighborhood.”

“Reduce the cost of city owned land and lower taxes”

“Thunder Bay should use taxpayer money to build affordable housing. It is the local taxpayers that are
complaining about the poor people, not people from Ottawa or Toronto. They are our neighbours that
need help. We know best what we are working with here. We need to step up and if anyone doesn't want
to help people, don't listen to them.”

“City developed not for profit co-op housing. Not all RGl. CASTLEGREEN has a 3-5 YEAR waiting list.”
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e "The province needs to step in with more nonprofit housing as was case in the 90s. The City would take
back its nonprofit housing portfolio, especially supportive housing.”

City Staffing
e "The city should have a strategic plan regarding improving the current housing stock of affordable
housing and consider having a municipal housing advocate whose main responsibility is to focus on the
right to housing in all municipal affairs.”

e City's role should be support and guidance of the agencies increasing affordable housing inventory. Not
the City's role to undertake projects themselves and only “adds a layer of government that the projects
don't need.”

e “The rules are ever changing and non-profits cannot keep up. The city can contribute by assisting to
navigate the process free of charge.”

Other Comments
e “Explore turning properties seized due to unpaid taxes into affordable housing.”

e “Look to cities who have eliminated homelessness and follow their models. Supporting a Universal Basic
Income that is a living wage would be the quickest way.”

Engagement Theme Summary of Key Findings

Stakeholders felt the City of Thunder Bay has some power to address
the gaps and barriers of solving the housing crisis. Several mentioned
changing zoning laws to influence where future development takes
place. Also popular was the desire to reduce administrative hurdles at
the City and expedite the permitting and approval process. Some saw
opportunities for financial incentives to influence development, such as
higher taxes on vacant land, grants, and tax rebates. Additionally, the
opportunity to develop City-owned land was recognized, with
suggestions to expand the availability of these properties for
development.

Solutions to Gaps and
Barriers

What We Heard

Zoning Changes
e  (Private Sector Housing) Further extending zoning allowances, or zoning overlays on parts of the city that
are low density to make it possible to build higher in these older neighbourhoods.

(Private Sector Housing) Give a height limit for affordable housing.

(Private Sector Housing) Rezone or prepare an overlay for the waterfront. Then support development there
with policy, and advocate at the provincial/federal level for environmental funding.

(Private Sector Housing) Older shopping malls, older areas along Simpson could be converted to housing.

(Private Sector Housing) The solution is finding affordable housing and using the underutilized commercial
spaces to convert to housing. Older neighbourhoods have large, main floor commercial spaces that could
be converted.

(Private Planners / Architects / Consultants) We need to see the City push incentives to develop
downtown. Push things like street trees etc.

Tax Changes & Incentives

e  (Private Sector Housing) The City should be taxing the heck out of brownfield and vacant property. There is
so much vacant property. The City doesn’t own it, and people are just sitting on properties. Force them to
sell or move on.
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(Workshop Comment) Incentives for builds and tax breaks for first time buyers.
(Workshop Comment) Tax incentives or CMHC incentives.
(Workshop Comment) Rent subsidies.

(Private Planners / Architects / Consultants) Reduce taxes for any urban infill developments in both
downtown cores, this is needed for development.

(Private Sector Housing) There is a big potential return on investment for creative developments. If the City
would contribute to an environmental remediation fund to support the waterfront it would pay back big.

Developing City-Owned Land

(Workshop Comment) The City should lease it's land at a lower rate to allow for social and other
developments.

(Workshop Comment) Use parkland dedication lots for infill, they are city owned.

(Workshop Comment) Inventory and characterize available lots (what are shovel ready).
(Workshop Comment) Better use of current lands.

(Private Sector Housing) The City should make its land and education land holdings available.
(Private Sector Housing) We need to inventory all City owned lands.

(Social/Supportive/Non-Profit) The City is the largest property holder; they need to work with community
organizations.

City Review Timelines & Application Process

(Workshop Comment) Shortened timelines for the registration process for individual lots.
(Advocates) Resolve City IT issues to deal with inspections.

(Private Sector Housing) You need a one-stop-shopping process, with online applications to speed up
development processes.

(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) The City could have a one-stop-shop to help developers. A
checklist would be good. An online portal that is interactive would be good.

(Private Sector Housing) You need a more open comment period and circular at the City.
(Advocates) Slow City building department inspections.
(Private Sector Housing) We need to avoid permit delays at the City. There are so many delays.

(Private Sector Housing) You need permits, inspections all in place before the short building season.

City Staffing

(Workshop Comment) The City needs more staff, more skilled professionals in the planning department.
(Workshop Comment) The City has issues with hiring and retaining qualified staff.

(Social/Supportive/Non-Profit) No one wants to build a white elephant that can't be used because of no
staff, no operating dollars, especially the City.

(Private Sector Housing) The City is short on staff in the planning department, and there is limited access to
real persons for developers.

Increased Collaboration

(Workshop Comment) More collaboration between interest groups.

(Workshop Comment) Indigenous partnerships with neighbouring First Nations and Indigenous
organizations.
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(Indigenous Organization / First Nation) There are opportunities to work with other social services on
homelessness, we collaborate well together.

Addressing the Labour Shortage

(Workshop Comment) We need to improve recruiting more tradespeople.
(Private Sector Housing) Attract more qualified labour for the construction industry.

(Private Sector Housing) Attract more home builders.

Other Comments

(Workshop Comment) The City letting the market have more of a say for development vs. having more
control.

(Workshop Comment) Adjust policies to better suit northern Ontario.

(Workshop Comment) Happier cities have mixed income and mixed housing types to contribute to healthy
areas.

(Private Sector Housing) Neighbourhood development corporations are not ever discussed. They could be
supported. They could buy single family homes to convert into tri-plexes, you don't need a lot of capital.

(Advocates) the CEDC needs more money to do a mining strategy update. They identified 350 new jobs
around Thunder Bay in the next three years, but not enough housing for them. Some mining companies
are considering offering financial incentives in forgivable loans for employees to build homes, but Thunder
Bay is missing out on this opportunity.
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Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated

. X X X Located Inside Urban Percentage of Site L Holding Total Site Estimated X Number Number Number Number X . . L . . . R L.
Site Number Site Name Coordinates Neighbourhood ) Existing Land Use e Developable  Development Profile i _ _ , Development Readiness / Site Suitability Description  Cost Effectiveness of Extending Roads and Services Desirability Description
Boundary? Owned by City Provision Area (ha.) Area (ha.) of Units  ofUnits  of Units  of Units
(RU) (uL) (UM) (UH)
Future Development Zones
~ Appears to young, replanted trees
~ Outside of urban settlement area
~ Holding provision 15 (Environmental Impact
. 89.2491385°W Grasslands / Cleared Study) applies to 29% of the total zone
1 McVicar Creek 48.4747777°N Rural North Ward No 0% forest H15 27.83 0.00 Rural - Large Lot 0 0 0 0 ~ Noyexizzng road access. Current Official Plan ~ Southern boundary is defined by transmission
prohibits rural road extensions. ~ Over 500m from existing sewer and water lines corridor
~ Adjacentto large parcels of City-owned land to ~ No existing road access, so this would have to be |~ Far from services and amenities
the east that may be better suited for development built ~ Vehicle required, no nearby transit
~ On fringes of urban settlement boundary, but
within limits
~ Bedrock will make servicing difficult but not
impossible
2 Dawson & 89.2702578°W Rural North Ward Yes 2% Forest No 2201 13.00 Urban - Mixed Use 0 125 74 0 ~ Some swampy ground reduces the estimated ~ Terrain height poses problems for water
Wardrope 48.4633441°N developable area pressure
~ Many trees would likely need to be cleared for ~ Water and sewer would need to be extended from |~ Located between low-density residential to the
development neighbouring parcels to the east east and rural density to the east
~ No other major development constraints ~ Water pressure issues in this area due to terrain ~ Far from services and amenities
height will lead to added costs ~ Wide views
~ Terrain height poses problems for water
pressure
~ Community centre and Jr K-8 school nearby
~ Exposed bedrock in several areas poses (but separated from northern half of site by the
3 Wardrope and  |89.2285579°W Rural North Ward Yes 57% Forest, |low-dfen5ity No 2799 15.85 Urban Low-/ Mid- 0 247 136 0 cha\lenge§ to development ~ §eyver énd water lines must be extended, although Expréssway) .

Balsam 48.4620696°N residential Density Housing ~ Mostly city owned existing lines nearby ~ Adjacent to Castlegreen Co-operative (west)
~ Current residents may object to loss of trees, ~ Water pressure issues in this area due to terrain and a mature neighbourhood (south)
especially in the south portion of the site height will lead to added costs ~ Potential for highway noise
~ South side has some undeveloped lots, north side [~ Suitable for low-density residential in the south, ~ Good connectivity through transit and
must be subdivided could support low to medium density in the north expressway proximity
~ Designated as a Site Specific Policy Area in the
official plan, with one objective to create a
residential neighbourhood.
~ Forests and trails on north part of property. One
survey comment said, "l want this treed area and
greenspace to be preserved as connecting wildlife ~Very desirable due to views of Boulevard Lake
habitat corridor enhancing the Trowbridge Forest's | ~Very cost effective in terms of servicing and land and access to trails and parks.

Centennial Park and Boulevard Lake areas, development costs. ~Particularly of interest for condominium, 55+,
. encircling the lake and providing a significant buffer ® Water - available from trunk mains along and other forms of seniors housing.
LPH North / 89.2050138°W G Rliver ) Urban - Mid- / High- to this body of water" Algoma Street and other local mains. Area near ~Close proximity to high school.
4 X Hudson Heights Yes <1% Forest and trails No 39.10 20.00 i i 0 0 627 505 . - ) . "
Boulevard Ridge 48.4580859°N Shuniah Density Housing = Not C|t'y owned (provma.ally owned). . . Aru.ndel has low pressure due to elevation and small [~Close pro_><|m|t.y-to .the Thunder Bay Jall,.
~ Piped infrastructure services are readily available [mains. however this facility is expected to close in 2026
and currently bisect the site. #Sanitary sewer - only access pointis at when the new Thunder Bay Correctional Facility
~ Roads - connections to Algoma, Arundel and Algoma and Clarke - old 375mm main from the LPH |is complete.
Chamberlain at Toledo/Conmee. Probably don't grounds. Some may be able to go to Toledo Street  [~Uncertainty related to use and development on
want to connectto Lyon Blvd as this is not a good but not much. LPH site.
road for more traffic - lots of pedestrian activity and oStorm - ideally will go to Boulevard Lake as ~Mainline transit runs along Algoma.
very curvy alignment. land slopes that way - no significant pipes on ~ South half is the easiest land to develop while
~ Some public resistance to redeveloping these Algoma preserving forested area north of current sewer
lands is anticipated as much of the area is a ~Would support notable density, but preference and water lines - however, may be slightly worse
greenspace only on the south half of the site. from desirability perspective.
~ Possible topographic constraints and limitations,
particularly the north part. ~ Not the cheapest to develop because of the
~ Would need significant amount of fill for rugged terrain and fill required, but possible.
development. ~ But does have large pipe here.
~ Currently forested, which provides ecological ® Water - trunk 600mm mains along railway
value. tracks
Strathcona and  |89.1781390°W Current River Urban - Low- / Mid- ~ Large water and sewer pipes and power line cut eSanitary - 900mm trunk main along railway to
5 . o Hudson Heights Yes 87% Forested No 25.05 25.05 ) . 0 391 214 0 ) - )
Rail 48.4639424°N . Density Housing through site east-west. Lillian Street and 300mm main on Strathcona Ave
Shuniah ~ Roads - local connections to Hodder from Lillian to Arundel Street
Ave/Cumberland Street. Would need new internal #Storm Drainage - east to lake across railway ~Rail corridor (mainlines) run along east edge of
roads. tracks. Industrial land east of the tracks so site.
~ Almost entirely city-owned. easements will be needed. ~Main transit corridor runs along Hodder, a few
~ Rail line noise and vibration would have notable ~ Would be most suitable to low-density to medium- [blocks west of the site.
constraints on site development. density residential. ~Not close to other amenities or services.
. . ~ No sewer ~ Only small strip of city-owned land that could be [~ Nice forested area close to golf course
Strathcona and  |89.1706486°W S Rllver Mo#tly Io-w-densny Urban - Low-Density ~ Water lines, but may be water pressure issues in developed - rest of the site is already built out. ~ Far from city centre
6 o Hudson Heights Yes 5% residential. Hydro No 9.07 0.00 . 0 0 0 0 . . L _
Audrey 48.4744005°N Shuniah idor. F Housing this area and limits on pipe size. ~ Would be costly to extend sewer to this site for the [~ Near Stratcona (truck route)
unia corridor: Forested. ~ Largely built out amount of development potential. ~ Near rail line
gely P P
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Mclntyre Falls
(northeast of

89.2748044°W

Forest, Radio Mast,

Urban - Low-Density

(

)

(UL)

(Um)

(UH)

~ Sewer and water lines don't run south of the
Mclntyre Creek or across Trans Canada Highway.
Would be expensive to extend, but a connection
appears to be available between Linden Court and

~ Double bisected by transmission lines.
~ Large radio mast north part of site.

7 Conservation 48.4379045°N Rural North Ward Yes <1% Transmission I._|nes, No 48.45 29.47 Housing 566 0 0 ~ Mostly forested. Ecological benefits. May be Cascade Crescent. ~ North part of site near creek could be
some housing . . ) ) . )
Lands) community opposnfon to developing this area. ~ Low—df—)nsﬂy development would be m-ost. attractive. N .
~ Sewer and water lines don't run south of the appropriate here, but would be hard to justify ~ Not good connectivity to other parts of the city.
Mclintyre Creek or across Trans Canada Highway. servicing cost at that density. ~ No close transit routes.
~ Currently forested areas on the site - provides
habitat and ecological benefit. May be community
opposition to developing this area. ~ Fairly cost effective to extend services
~ Property is also a designated / protected wetland - Water available from 400mm main on Golf
for a good portion of the overall property. This Links Road or 300mm main on Oliver Road. In Zone
designation came in after the 2011/2012 Renew 2N - higher pressure zone. ~ Close proximity to Regional Health Centre
; Forest Transmission Thunder Bay Golf Links / Junot Avenue Corridor - The only sanitary sewer at present is along ~ Adjacent to the Trans Canada Highway (good
Conservation 89.2788860°W k L . studly. Oliver Road east of Burwood. The City is planning to [access, but traffic noise, etc.)
8 Rural North Ward Yes 48% Line, Radio Tower, No 51.03 30.00 Urban - Mixed Use 288 171 0 ) ) . . PR
Lands 48.4261754°N ~ Not serviced now. Services currently end adjacent [extend a trunk sewer up Burwood Ave from Central [~ Wooded site, could be attractive if significant
Wetland to the parcel on the east side. Ave in 2024 - will go to about 150m north of Oliver  |areas of forest can be retained.
~ Roads - Possible connections to Golf Links Road  [Road for now. ~ Transmission Corridor bisects the site
at Sunrise Blvd. at the Hospital entrance and along - Storm drainage is on surface now to Oliver north/south
Burwood Ave extension. Future Expressway Road and down Golf Links Road or to a watercourse [~ Near existing transit lines and AT paths
upgrades will have a grade-separated crossing for  |crossing Golf Links Road on the north side of the ~ Large radio tower on south edge of site
the Northwest Arterial just south of Riviera Dr. Hospital. ~ Could be attractive for seniors housing due to
~ Large piece is owned by City location
~ Sewer stubbed in nearby, some cost to extend
services
~ InterOcean special policy area: "A Development [~ Water service runs through site, but existing
Plan approved by the City shall be prepared prior to |residential area is on septic fields.
the development or redevelopment of these lands."  [¢Water - 450mm trunk main along Central Ave
(Official Plan p. 91). The objectives of this policy area |*Sanitary Sewer - would need to connect to nearby
include residential development. lines: 250mm main along Reaume Street or a
InterOcean 89 2657401°W Lakehead University Low-density Urban - Mid- / Low- ~ Lots historically laid outin a Garden City suburb 450mm sanitary sewer on Amber Cr from the
9 (excluding ball 48.4111138°N / Confederation Yes 24% residential, forest, No 33.84 17.07 Density Housin 102 535 0 style - would need to be resubdivided prior to Baseball Central lands. There is stub for this and a
diamonds) : College sports/recreation Y 9 development. right-of-way available north of Enbridge Gas
~ Roads - access primarily to Central Ave. via property. A second sanitary stub was added a few
Riverside Dr. and Reaume Street. Also potential years ago from Amber Drive. This sewer is meant to
access to Amber Dr for the Baseball Central lands.  |extend all the way to Riverside, beside the river. ~ Between two post-secondary institutions, could
~ The City has been slowing acquiring land through [eStorm Drainage - to Mclntyre River. Not a well- be ideal for off-campus student housing
here with the intent of reworking the unopened road |defined system at present. ~ Existing greenspace, close to recreation fields
allowances for something that makes more sense. ~ Large area, with significant potential for a range of |(baseball, etc.)
~ No site suitability concerns. housing densities ~ Close to central Thunder Bay
~ South part is directly adjacent to light industrial
lots, not desirable.
~ North part is desirable, but would have to cut
down trees to develop, which currently serve as a
o . . ~ Costly sewer extension needed barrier between residential to the N & NE and the
10 Hillyard Lands DO O\N Lakehead University Yes 99% Off-le.ash dog park, No 13.32 3.35 Ui ) Mid-/ ngh» 0 105 85 ~ Water line readily available and bisects the site; ~ Costly road upgrades needed industrial/commercial uses to the S & SW
48.4177612°N trail, and forest Density Housing ) ) ) "
sewer line must be extended ~ Features a drainage ditch from the floodway to the [~ Located near employment opportunities
~ Fully city owned harbor ~ Bus service to the north and the south
~ Road would need to be upgraded - just a path now [~ Site is a former rail marshalling yard used ~ Centrally located on the north edge of Intercity
~ Part of the site serves as a greenspace / dog park |primarily for iron ore. Costly environmental ~ Suitable for off-campus housing for the nearby
for the nearby residential neighbourhood remediation may be necessary. Lakehead University
~ Main rail line runs through middle of this area
north-south. ~ Close to rail tracks, noise and vibration issues.
~ Water and sewer lines adjacent to the site. Assume ~ Close to industrial uses and secondary sewage
sufficient capacity. ~ Depending upon contamination of the site, would  [treatment plant.
11 East End Railyards 89.2339150°W East End Yes 15% Rail, industrial, No 8.49 188 Non-Residential 0 0 0 ~ City-owned property on west side of tracks. be easy to extend Athabasca north through the City- [~ Northwest corner of the site is a triangular

48.3969041°N

forest, greenfield

However, could be former industrial site and may
have contamination.

~ NW corner along river could be nice, but parts
may be low-lying. Looks like diking was built along
the river here in 2011.

owned property. This would give 12-19 new
residential lots on the west side of Athabasca alone,
double that if residential also built adjacent to tracks.
~ Northwest part adjacent to river could support
more units, but may be low-lying.

parcel on the Mclntyre River, which could be
attractive. But have to travel around to cross rail.
~ Basements in this area have flooding issues.

~ Less desirable part of town for residential
demand
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~ Increased long-term costs to city through new
infrastructure
~ Large upfront investment to extend water and
sewer lines
~ Very small portion of the land is city-owned,
Mapleward - 89.3336865°W. however there is a lot of city-owned land along the
12 Trans Canada 45 4087760°N Rural South Ward No 15% Forest H15 (part) 253.63 0.00 Rural - Large Lot 0 0 0 ~ Environmental Impact Study necessary for large highway adjacent to the site
North : parcels of land in the FD zone ~ Costly water extension necessary, very far from ~ Site bisected by hydro transmission corridor
~ Outside of Urban Settlement Area - road sewer connection ~ Far away from amenities
extensions currently not permitted ~ Water also requires a new pressure zone and ~ No public transit, car dependent
~ Subdivision of lots is necessary associated infrastructure for pumping and storing. ~ Surrounded by Environmental Protection Zone
~ Lots of forestry and some water bodies The volume available from the Oliver Road system to the SE, could be attractive
~ No nearby water or sewer access would require review. ~ No schools in the area
~ Water and sewer access from the SW corner of
site, but nothing in the site itself
~ Land is heavily treed with several water bodies ~ Requires new sewer and water lines throughout the
West Arthur - Enviro. ~ Large site. West half of land is most suitable, site, extension from Parkdale possible
89.3393715°W Urban - Low-Density adjacent to Parkdale (a new residential development) |~ Very small portion of the land is city-owned, all ~ Several kilometres away from amenities
13 Trans Canada N Rural South Ward Yes 10% Forest, marsh Overlay 189.25 63.80 ) 1,225 0 0 ) ) A . ) )
48.3970839°N Housing ~ A large portion of the site (mostly eastern) is within [close to the highway away from the areas currently [~ No public transit, car dependent
South (part) an environmental overlay and is subject to under development (Parkdale) ~ Lack of schools in the area
permitting with the Lakehead Regional Conservation |~ Wetland parts of the site would require costly ~ Close to natural areas, surrounded by
Authority drainage and fill before development, if permitted Environmental Protection Zone to the SE
~ A small portion of the east part of the site is within [~ Increased long-term cost to city through new ~ Parkdale development nearby is selling large
the William Bog Nature Reserve infrastructure homes for >$650k
West Arth ~ No sewer nearby, water readily available from
est Arthur - . i Parkdale
14 Melody Court 89.3386531 c\N Rural South Ward Yes 0% Forest, greenfield No 9.30 7.00 Urban - Lon-DenS|ty 134 0 0 ~ Would likely need road connection between
48.3826629°N Housing .
North Garden Ave and Vanguard Ave to access the site, at
~ Land is mostly treed least 700 m. ~ Access to bus service on Arthur St W
~ Lengthy sewer and water extension needed ~ Potential for riverfront lots
15 West Arthur - 89.3240250°W Rural South Ward v 129 Riparian f " N 19.91 13.50 Urban - Mid- / High- 0 423 341 ~ Largely forest and uneven terrain ~ Would require at least 1.6 km road extension to be |~ Located near Arthur Street Marketplace
Neebling River |[48.3831398°N uralsou ar es ? {panian tores ° ' ’ Density Housing ~ Possible road-access issues if development only  [built connecting Parkdale Boulevard to Vanguard ~ Potential for airport noise
occurs in the FD zone Ave. ~ Access to bus service on Arthur St W
~ Requires clearance of development holding
o . provision #14 ~ Very close to airport, could be noisy
16 Airport North 89.3217615 O\N Rural South Ward Yes 0% Forest, |.0W-d-enS|ty No 13.52 11.82 Non-Residential 0 0 0 ~ Requires clearance of trees from land ~ Access to bus service on Arthur St W
48.3802258°N residential . . . . . . . . .
~ Water lines throughout the site; sewer lines need ~ Suited to low-density, low-rise residential ~ Some services nearby at Arthur Street
extension ~ 0% of the land is owned by the city Marketplace (Big box stores, banking, food)
~ Most of the site is built out to low-density
residential. However, the city-owned parcels are
. located on clear lots. ~ Situated between CP and CN rail lines. Could
Nipigon and 89.2962871°W Westfort Green o Low_denélty Urban - Mid- / Low- ~ Water and sewer connections readily available be significant noise concerns.
17 Mountdale 48.3618926°N | Acres Hyde Park Yes 1% reS|d?nt|al, . No 8.90 116 Density Housing 7 36 0 ~ Strong candidate for infill housing ~ Near manufacturing plants
greenfield, rail ~ Would have to to verify there are no concerns of ~ < 3 km to Mount McKay
contamination on this site as there were previous ~ Requires < 130m of road to be built ~ One transit line several blocks north on
industrial uses in the area ~ Water, sewage, and road extension is minimal Frederica StW
~ < 5km from the Urban Settlement Area
~ Road extensions currently not permitted in this
area under the Official Plan ~ Elementary school, community centre nearby
~ Near water lines, but no sewer in area ~ Short drive to an indoor ice-rink, the Mt.
89.3714443°W ~ Site is bisected by water- appears to be a wetland McKay Trailhead, Fort William Country Club for
18 Deepwood Cavar 48.3222936°N RurallSouth/Ward Ne v Forest, greenfield il 0y Do Rurall-Large Lot © © © and requires an Enzironmentzrlmpact Study ~ Septic tanks necessary as sanitary sewer not recreaytion ’
diagonally across the site. Previous EIS identified possible, but water is nearby ~ Small but growing semi-rural community
conflicts with wildlife ~ Suited to larger lots and rural lifestyle ~ < 1km north of a large adult correctional
~ Eastern half of site is mostly clear, level land. ~ EIS could cause delays complex and a youth detention centre
Western half is forestry ~ No city-owned land in the site ~ Far from services/amenities
~This site is a combination of two FD zoned areas -
one north and one south of Federica St. W.
~North site is covered by an environmental overlay -
o Enviro. . this area is subject to the Lakehead Region
19 Federica St. West 849833(295%8:2330\/’11/ Xl:j:niri?:k Yes 9% Grassland, shrub Overlay 10.27 8.50 U;Za:si:(M;‘d’ / FOW’ 51 266 0 Conservation Authority's (LRCA) permit system. A ~Easy servicing connections - water and sewer
: y (part) y Housing permit from the LRCA is required for mostforms of [could be extended from existing servicing on ~Directly south of Westfort ball diamonds and
development or site alteration in these areas. Federica St. W or water from the north and south playfield, which would be an attractive amenity
~Site is mostly shrub-covered, with some trembling |edges of the sites. ~Both areas abut CN rail line on west. The south
aspen. Only two small lots with existing development.|~Intact grid pattern, so roads could be extended site abuts the CP line on the south. May be
~Approximately 9% City-owned land efficiently. concerns about noise, vibration and safety.
cher FD zoned 4729 1182 Urban;Low-/Md- 184 101 0
sites under 20 ac Density Housing




Site Number Site Name

n Growth Area

Urban Growth
Area

Coordinates

89.2862834°W
48.4345212°N

Neighbourhood

Rural North Ward &
Rural South Ward

Located Inside Urban
Boundary?

Percentage of Site
Owned by City

<1%

Existing Land Use

Low-density
residential,
greenfield,
commercial /
industrial

Holding
Provision

No

Total Site
INEERGED

595.55

Estimated
Developable
INCERGED]

294.39

Development Profile

Low- to Mid-Density

Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated
Number
of Units
(UH)

Number
of Units
(UM)

Number
of Units
(UL)

Number
of Units
(RU)

0 4,592 2,517 0

Development Readiness / Site Suitability Description

~ Much of the site is presently unavailable for
development due to rural housing lots, but the gaps
could be filled in to increase residential density

~ Existing commercial structure and cellphone
tower on property; not owned by city

~ Much of the land must be cleared of forest to
develop

Cost Effectiveness of Extending Roads and Services

~ Water lines exist on south end of site and could be
extended. Sewer exists less than 350m outside of site
~ Some portions of the site are beyond the gravity
sanitary sewer services, west of Sunflower along
John Street. Property adjacent to Paquette Road
does not have access to sanitary sewer

~ Water service could be challenging due to the
height of the land. A new pressure zone would be
required. Water volume may be an issue as suply
from the east is reaching the limit of the existing
system

Desirability Description

~ Surrounded by rural-density homes to the
north, east, and west and suburban-density
homes to the southwest

~ Adjacent neighbourhood serviced by public
transit, route could possibly be extended

~ Adjacent to natural attractions like Rabbit
Mountain Lookout to the west

~ Attractive to those seekign a quiet area and a
rural lifestyle

~ Close to Intercity for shopping and/or
employment opportunities

~ Disconnected from public transit; car
dependent
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