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1. Background

On March 31, 2010, City Council considered a request to change the rural residential consent
policies in the Official Plan. At the same meeting, City Council passed Resolution 2010-128,
as follows::

“That the Council of the City of Greater Sudbury approve Option 2" as outlined in

the report from the General Manager of Growth and Development regarding the

Rural Residential Consent Policies”
The City of Greater Sudbury initiated the first statutory review of the Official Plan in 2012.
This review is examining several topics, including growth and settlement, which includes rural
residential consents.
On September 27, 2012, City Staff hosted a Public Input Session to hear the views of the

public on the existing rural residential consent policies, a key component of the City of Greater
Sudbury’s growth management strategy.

2. Purpose
This report documents the discussion at the Rural Consent Public Input Session.

3. Meeting Agenda

The meeting was structured as follows:

Time ltem Individual

6:00 pm: Welcome and Introduction M.H. Simeoni

6:05 pm: Opening Remarks Councillor Dutrisac
6:10 pm: City Staff Presentation Jason Ferrigan
6:20 pm: Public Input Session All

8:50 pm: Thank You and Concluding Comments M.H. Simeoni

' Option 2 is: Defer this request to the first statutory review of the Official Plan. This would permit the
request to be considered as part of a full and comprehensive review of the Official Plan. This first
review will begin in 2013. Subsequent reviews will occur on five year cycles.



4. Discussion

Welcome

City staff welcomed those in attendance and explained the purpose of the session.

Opening Remarks from Councillor Dutrisac

Councillor Dutrisac provided opening remarks for the session, noting that:

the main purpose of the session is to listen to resident concerns;

the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) does not establish minimum rural residential
consent standards;

a survey of 103 municipalities demonstrated that minimum lot sizes can range from 1 to
100 acres;

the agricultural land base in the city has been reduced;

there is no extra cost to the city for the development of rural land; and,

City Council makes decisions on changes to the Official Plan.

City Staff Presentation

City staff delivered the attached presentation.

Comments from the Public

Members of the public were invited to the podium to share their thoughts. The following
summarizes the feedback received at the meeting.

4.1

N. Grant — Coalition for a Livable Sudbury

Does not support the proposal to lower the minimum lot area requirement.

Rural is a way of life.

The city has an adequate supply of land to provide plenty of housing options.

The City should consider requests to lower the minimum through site specific Official Plan
Amendments.

The support for local food in the community and local farming is growing.

There was $10M in farm revenue in Sudbury last year.

Local food and a strong rural economy depend on having farm land available.

Proposed reduction would reduce the availability of farmland and introduce residential uses
in farming areas which will impact farm operations.



4.2

4.3

4.4

Associated increase in rural land values would discourage farming and erode the rural
lifestyle.
The City should support growth in its Town Centres and other serviced areas.

R. Poitras — Hanmer

The new Official Plan removed idle land from the Agricultural Reserve.

This was good, but 5 acres is too big.

The standard should be reduced to 1 to 2 acres.

This would make efficient use of good valley land.

It would also increase affordability and increase use of buses, arenas and other services.
Septic system contamination is not an issue. The Health Unit approves these.

Think of the young generation who are forced to live in areas they cannot afford.

Affordable homes can be built on a 1 to 2 acre lot.

Reducing the standard would provide older rural landowners with a means to subsidize
their retirement.

J. Found — Hanmer Township

President of the Sudbury Soil and Crop Improvement Association.
Concerned about the loss of farmland.

Sudbury once had a thriving farm industry.

Historically, air pollution made farming difficult.

Today, we have better air standards and farming is making a return.
Future farming will be profitable if the land base is preserved.

A.Theijsmeijer— Sudbury

This is a complicated issue.

It is more than just rural vs. urban.

Proposed change would have various negative effects.

We are fortunate to live in a City that has various housing choices.

In Canada, we agree to limit our freedoms for the good of the community.
Concentrating development in settlement area is cost effective.

Rural sprawl results in increased pressure for services.

From an agricultural perspective, there is a concern that we are not protecting enough land
to feed ourselves.

We cannot afford to lose any more agricultural land.

$10 million in agricultural sales is a first.

We need to take the agricultural industry seriously.

A compromise may be possible.

Reducing the standard could be considered via a site specific Official Plan Amendment.



The application would be supported by a soil test that proves the land is unsuitable for
agricultural use and additional septic system oversights.

4.5 N. Whalen — Hanmer

4,

N

Owns 78 acres of land in Wahnapitae.

Property has a 9 acre natural severance.

Would like to sever and sell the balance of the land.

By limiting the number of lots that can be created, the current policies prevent profit
generation.

Concerned that additional lots could be created on already busy rural roads.
Suggests compromise of 3 to 4 acre lots with lower frontages.

Need to designate agricultural areas, specifically for farming.

6 N. Richer — Rayside Balfour

Spoke at previous public input session on this issue.

Supports proposed change.

Rural and agricultural owners are not well served by existing outdated severance policy.
The current tax structure in Greater Sudbury is not fair.

Rural taxes are going to the city and not returning to the outlying communities.

Rural residential development generates the same building and development charge
revenue as urban residential development.

Rural residential residents maintain their own services (e.g. water, wastewater,
transportation).

The average rural residential tax bill is $4,000.

Increasing residential development on rural roads would increase taxes and lower
infrastructure costs.

5 acre parcels of land are too costly to maintain. 2 acres are easier to maintain.
Demand for rural residential lots is there.

Agriculture will never be viable because of the capital costs.

People don’t have the money to buy equipment.

Farm splits should be evaluated on their own via a site specific Official Plan Amendment.
Encouraging growth to settlement areas would create Toronto like issues (e.g. traffic
congestion).

.7 S. May — Sudbury

Supports a change in the existing policy framework.
Rural residential consents should be prohibited.

The City should restrict rural residential development.
Rural residential development increases costs.
Urban homeowners subsidize rural homeowners.



e Rural residential development is connected to many issues (e.g. resource depletion,
climate change, economic prosperity).

Lot creation provides additional choice.

Concerned with market saturation.

Do not need to loosen the rules.

Staff report estimates that there are 475 existing legal lots of record in the rural area.
When potential supply is factored in, there is a 50 year supply or rural residential land.
Resultant urban form will increase infrastructure needs.

The City should not encourage car dependant residential development.

A low carbon economy needs the pooling of tax revenue in urban areas.

Future growth should be focused where it will have the greatest maximum benefit.
This is the settlement area.

The proposed change represents a step backwards.

There is no case based on land use need.

4.8 P. Poirier — Martin Road

Urban doesn’t subsidize rural.

Has interest in his rural lots.

Does not understand why his property is designated Agricultural Reserve.
The City should reconsider what is defines as farmland.

4.9 R. Fielding - Hanmer

Supports proposed change.

The City should take advantage of the situation.

Septic system technologies have changed.

2 acre residential lots would be desirable.

1 or 2 acre residential lots would also be desirable.

We have a good opportunity to determine the right size given changing technologies (e.g.
septic, water, solar, heat pumps).

4.10 D. Charbonneau

Active farmer.

Why are rural land owners allowed to sever 5 acres, but not farmers?

The City should create policies to facilitate transfer of farmland to family members.
1 acre lots would be sufficient in size.



4.11 J. Denis — Hanmer

Would like to see the proposed change.
Has seen many changes over the years.

5 acres is a hobby farm.

Could still have a large garden on small lots.
Large farm holdings will not disappear.

Cote Boulevard still have plenty of farmland.

4.12 C. Gignac — Rayside Balfour

e Moved to Greater Sudbury in 1973.

e Supports the proposed change.

e Would like the City to eliminate the cap on the number of new lots that can be created via
consent.

e |f the City encourages severances, it will increase taxes.

e Wants fairness.

e Smaller communities are the backbone of Sudbury.

4.13 S. Bell — Blezard Valley

Second generation farmer.

Farmers should be able to use their land as they wish.

Would like to sever land for children, which is necessary to continue farm business.
5 acre lots are too large. Family sizes have declined since 1978.

Farming is an expensive proposition.

Canada is a free country.

Council has to work together and listen to us.

Greater Sudbury is not Toronto.

Property owners should have the option to request the severance.

Change is good.

4.14 K. Vaillancourt — Rayside Balfour

Lives on small hobby farm, originally from 360 acre parcel.
Unused farmland grows over.

Encourages change.

Change will result in increased taxation.

People should be allowed to split property.

It is costly to clear land of brush.

New water and septic systems are better than city infrastructure.
Create additional lots, if vacant, collect additional taxes.



4.15 L. Duff - Hanmer

Lives on a 4.25 acre parcel.

Each property is unique.

Rural residential consent policies should be changed.

Policies should emphasize context of surrounding development when determining correct
lot size.

People should be allowed to split their lot.

Would provide additional taxes for city.

Would provide additional income for property owner.

4,16 L. Noble - Sudbury

May support some change.

Does not support 1 to 2 acre lots in the rural area.

Increasing the number of severances will result in increased service demand.
Need to consider planning for the future of the city.

Greater Sudbury is already a low density community.

Need to concentrate development instead of dispersing development.

Need to support local farming.

Need to think about future generations.

Need to preserve land for farming.

4.17 P. Mailloux — Hanmer

Proposed change should be considered.

Some rural areas are close to amenities.

Policies should include a tailored set of rules that take into account the surrounding context.
Don’t’ allow detrimental change.

4.18 JL Armstrong — Coniston

Need to consider individual circumstances.

The number of severances allowed should relate to the size of the property.
Need to also consider public road frontages.

Clarify the status of roads (e.g. public and private).

Support compromise that recognizes individual circumstances.



4.19 G@G. Belanger — Azilda

e Supports change.
e We need policies that guide decisions that make sense.
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« Would increase assessment and taxation; and,
« Would not increase pressure for municipal services.




 Would result in the loss of farmland; and,
 Would deter new farm investment.




Settlement:
Rural:
Waterfront:




Existing vacant legal lots of record:
Lot creation potential
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