		
	
	
ERO 025-1100 comments

The Council of the Township of Southgate would like to take this opportunity to provide comments on the linkage between minimum lot sizes on urban residential lands and increased housing options and affordability.

· What are your thoughts on the benefits and/or risks associated with reducing or removing minimum lot size requirements in low-density urban residential areas to encourage gentle density, increase housing supply, broaden housing options and encourage home ownership?
· The Township has started reviewing its 18-year-old Zoning By-law which has the smallest single detached lot size of 12.1 metres frontage and 465 square metres lot area in Dundalk where there are municipal water and sewer. The Township has three Minister’s Zoning Orders permitting single detached dwellings on 10 metres wide lots with 300 square metres area. The existing lot fabric in the Dundalk has many homes on much larger properties. Some infilling has occurred although many long-term residents would like to preserve the lot fabric. Additional Residential Units are more unlikely on 10-metre-wide lots with the entire front yard needed for parking. This creates a challenge for winter snow removal, surface water management and boulevard tree planning. Private yard space is reduced limiting enjoyment of outdoor living space. The Township has not found 10 metre wide and 300 square metres lots resulting in more affordable homes.
· What are best practices observed in other jurisdictions that have introduced minimum lot size reforms?
· The Township has the best-case studies within its urban area and supports reducing the minimum frontage and area in the current zoning by-law. The Township would prefer to allow a variety of housing forms (semi-detached, townhouse, fourplex) in neighbourhoods and encourage additional residential units within a practical lot size that allows private outdoor living space, allows practical snow removal, protects green boulevards and tree canopy, and discourages street parking. As a small rural municipality comparison to jurisdictions like Tokyo are irrelevant.

Additional density – in the form of higher density buildings (taller) are already posing a challenge to the Township through unexpected budget expenditures for fire fighting equipment that would be able to reach these taller buildings. This type of expenditure was not anticipated for some time.
· Are there any circumstances where having established minimum lot sizes in municipal zoning by-laws for low-density urban residential parcels are absolutely necessary with respect to the provision of transportation, infrastructure, or upholding public health and safety?
· Primarily related to snow removal, excess front yard parking eliminating potential for tree canopy on streets.
· Given the Ontario context and the government’s permissions for additional residential units, what do you suggest should be the smallest size urban residential lot in terms of lot area, frontage or depth (i.e. six metre frontage, 200 square metre area, etc.) What would be the opportunities and limitations? How would these standards work together?
· Additional residential units are allowed on street townhouses with 6 metre frontage and 200 square metres which would make parking on-site limited to the entire front yard including tandem spaces in a garage
· What other zoning requirements or performance standards could be needed to support any reduction or removal of minimum lot size requirements on low-density urban residential parcels (i.e., additional residential units, multiplexes, parking requirements, lot coverage, height and density etc.)?
· The Province should allow time for zoning by-laws to be updated given the multitude of policy changes in the last five years, and for local implementation of additional residential units before considering mandating reduced parking requirements, higher lot coverage, height or density. These matters need to be considered when new subdivisions are designed taking into consideration storm water management, tree preservation and planting, neighbourhood design and municipal water and sewer capacity. The Township understands the efficiency for infrastructure use but must manage capacity closely and invest in capacity increases over time. Provincial infrastructure support for plant capacity increases needs to be sustained and reliable to be able to support higher density areas throughout small rural municipalities.

As it is – the approvals for the expansion of this infrastructure from the Province have been extremely time consuming and despite providing the information requested – no approvals have been issued for over a year. No communication has been received either. Similar issues are also plaguing the implementation of other MZO lands within the Township.
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