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1. INTRODUCTION 
The following report provides an update to the agricultural impact assessment (AIA) completed for the 
Mayfield West Stage Two Secondary Plan. The AIA was last updated in January 2014 however much of 
the information collected for the AIA was obtained in 2008 and 2009.  

The AIA was one of several technical studies being completed in support of the Mayfield West Phase 
Two Secondary Plan. The evaluation and recommendations of each of the studies led to the development 
of several land use scenarios, the selection of a preferred land use scenario and the subsequent expansion 
of the Mayfield West settlement area boundary. The AIA consisted of two separate analyses (Part A – site 
characterization and Part B – impact assessment).  

As described by the Town of Caledon “Mayfield West is being planned by the Town as a compact, 
vibrant, well integrated community through a series of phased settlement boundary expansions”. As part 
of the planning process, the Town of Caledon (the Town) has undertaken several studies and have 
completed the process of evaluating the need for additional lands to be included within the urban 
boundary. These lands have been identified in OPA 222 which was approved by Council in November 
10, 2015 and by the OMB on May 25, 2017. As shown in the  Secondary Plan (Appendix A) the lands will 
be brought into the settlement area in two stages. These lands, as shown in Schedule D to OPA 22, 
Mayfield West Phase 2 Secondary Plan: Land Use Plan, are different from the three scenarios that were 
subject to the AIA we completed for the Town.  

This study is intended to provide an update to the Agricultural Impact Assessment for Mayfield West 
Phase Two Secondary Plan (Parts A and B). It includes updated land use information and minimum 
distance separation setback requirements that will need to be considered as expansion of the urban area 
ensues 

1.1 Study Purpose 
The purpose of this study is to assess the impact of the proposed Mayfield West Stage Two Secondary 
Plan on agricultural resources and farm operations.  

1.2 Subject Lands 

As shown in Figure 1, the Subject Lands include two areas; the Mayfield West Phase Two lands and the 
Stage Two lands. The Stage Two lands are the additional lands requested to be included within the 
settlement area as part of a Regional Official Plan Amendment. 

1.2.1 Mayfield West Phase Two Lands 

This area includes lands south of the Etobicoke Creek, west of Highway 10, north of Mayfield Road, and 
east of Chinguacousy Road. The lands are currently designated as Prime Agricultural Area within the 
Town of Caledon’s Official Plan – Schedule B. Within the Region of Peel’s Official Plan Schedule D, the 
land use designations consist of; Rural Service Centre and Mayfield West Phase 2 Settlement Area 
designations.  

1.2.2 Stage Two Lands 

Located immediately adjacent to the Mayfield West Phase Two Lands, this area is the second stage of the 
proposed settlement area boundary expansion. These lands are designated as Prime Agricultural Area  
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within the Town of Caledon’s Official Plan – Schedule B and immediately abut the GreenBelt Plan Area. 
Within the Region of Peel’s Official Plan Schedule D, the lands are designated as Rural System.  

1.3  Study Area 
The Study Area includes all lands within approximately 1.5 kilometers (1500 m) of the Subject Lands 
boundaries.  The Study Area is generally bounded to the north by Old School Road, to the west by 
Mississauga Road, east by Kennedy Road and to the south by Earlsbridge Boulevard. Figure 1 shows the 
location of both the Subject Lands and Study Area. 

  



COLVILLE CONSULTING INC. 

 

Agricultural Assessment for Mayfield West Secondary Plan Update 
4 

 

2. METHODOLOGY 
The study methodology included a review of the existing background information and field inventories.  

2.1 Background Data Collection 
Background data was collected and reviewed from a variety of sources. This included provincial and 
municipal planning documents, provincial resource information and recent aerial photography. The 
agricultural assessment work previously completed by Colville Consulting was reviewed and much of 
this was used as the basis for this update. A list of the information sources reviewed is provided in 
Section 9 of this report.  

2.2 Field Inventories 
The field inventories included a reconnaissance level land use survey of Mayfield West Phase Two lands 
and Stage Two lands as well as the surrounding Study Area. Where farm operations with infrastructure 
reasonably capable of supporting livestock were identified, information required to determine the 
minimum distance separation (MDS I) setback requirements for settlement area expansion was collected.  

2.2.1 Land Use Survey 
As part of the Agricultural Impact Assessment for Mayfield West Phase Two Secondary Plan – Part A 
report prepared by Colville Consulting Inc. (last updated in 2014), the land uses within the Primary and 
Secondary Study Areas for the were characterized during a reconnaissance level land use survey 
completed on September 29, 2008. The land use survey involved a windshield survey and described the 
mix of land uses (agricultural and non-agricultural) land uses and cropping pattern observed within the 
study areas. The location and type of each farm operation (e.g., dairy, beef, cash crop, etc.) and the level 
of intensity (e.g., an active livestock operation, a hobby farm or a retired farm operation) was noted and 
mapped. The cropping pattern and mix of non-farm land uses was also described and mapped.  

As part of this update, a second land use survey using similar methodology was completed on May 18, 
2017. The land use survey included the MW2 and Stage 2 lands and all non-urban lands within at least 
one kilometer of the MW2 and Stage 2 lands.  

2.2.2 Update to Minimum Distance Separation  

For those farm operations with infrastructure reasonably capable of supporting livestock information 
required to determine the minimum distance separation (MDS I) setback requirements for settlement area 
expansion was collected. The information was obtained directly from landowners, visual assessment of 
the operation and/or from aerial photographic interpretation. The latest (2016) MDS I formulae were used 
to identify development constraints from livestock operations.  
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3. POLICY FRAMEWORK 

3.1 Provincial Policy Statement 
Land Use Policy and development in the province of Ontario is directed by the Provincial Policy 
Statement (PPS), which was issued under the authority of Section 3 of the Planning Act and which came 
into effect on April 30, 2014. Section 3 of the Planning Act states that decisions affecting planning matters 
“shall be consistent with” policy statements issued under the Act.  

3.1.1 Prime Agricultural Areas 
Section 2.3 of the PPS specifically deals with agricultural policy. Section 2.3.1 states that “Prime 
agricultural areas shall be protected for long-term use for agriculture”. The PPS defines prime 
agricultural areas as areas where prime agricultural lands predominate. Prime agricultural lands include 
specialty crop areas and Canada Land Inventory (CLI) Classes 1, 2 and 3 soils, in this order of priority for 
protection.   

Section 2.3.5.1 states that: 

 “Planning authorities may only exclude land from prime agricultural areas for expansions of or 
 identification of settlement areas in accordance with policy 1.1.3.8.”  

Section 1.1.3.8 states that: 

“A planning authority may identify a settlement area or allow the expansion of a settlement area 
boundary only at the time of a comprehensive review and only where it has been demonstrated 
that: 

a) sufficient opportunities for growth are not available through intensification, 
redevelopment and designated growth areas to accommodate the projected needs over 
the identified planning horizon; 

b) the infrastructure and public service facilities which are planned or available are suitable 
for the development over the long term, are financially viable over their life cycle, and 
protect public health and safety and the natural environment; 

c) in prime agricultural areas:  
1. the lands do not comprise specialty crop areas;  
2. alternative locations have been evaluated, and  

i. there are no reasonable alternatives which avoid prime agricultural 
areas; and  

ii. there are no reasonable alternatives on lower priority agricultural lands 
in prime agricultural areas;  

d) the new or expanding settlement area is in compliance with the minimum distance 
separation formulae; and  

e) impacts from new or expanding settlement areas on agricultural operations which are 
adjacent or close to the settlement area are mitigated to the extent feasible. 

In determining the most appropriate direction for expansions to the boundaries of settlement 
areas or the identification of a settlement area by a planning authority, a planning authority shall 
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apply the policies of Section 2: Wise Use and Management of Resources and Section 3: Protecting 
Public Health and Safety.” 

Section 2.3.6.1 of the PPS states that under certain conditions planning authorities may permit limited, 
non-agricultural uses in prime agricultural areas. Policy 2.3.6.1 b) states that “limited non-residential uses 
may be permitted provided that all of the following can be demonstrated:  

1. the land does not comprise a specialty crop area;  
2. the proposed use complies with the minimum distance separation formulae;  
3. there is an identified need within the planning horizon provided for in policy 1.1.2 for additional 

land to be designated to accommodate the proposed use; and  
4. alternative locations have been evaluated, and  

i. there are no reasonable alternative locations which avoid prime agricultural areas; and  
ii. there are no reasonable alternative locations in prime agricultural areas with lower priority 

agricultural lands.” 
In addition, Section 2.3.6.2 states that “Impacts from any new or expanding non-agricultural uses on 
surrounding agricultural operations and lands are to be mitigated to the extent feasible”. 

3.2 Region of Peel Official Plan 
The Region of Peel’s Official Plan (the Plan) was consolidated in December 2016.  Schedule B of the Plan 
shows that the Mayfield West Phase Two lands are located outside the area designated as “Prime 
Agricultural Area” and the Stage Two lands are within the “Prime Agricultural Area” designation. 
Schedule D shows that the Subject Lands and Study Area are located within the Rural Service Centre 
designation, Rural System designation and designated as the Mayfield West Phase 2 Settlement Area. 

Schedule D to OPA 222, Mayfield West Phase 2 Secondary Plan: Land Use Plan shows the boundaries for 
the initial phase of the settlement area expansion and Phase 2 which is outlined in red. Together these 
two areas for the Study Area for the agricultural assessment. Phase 2 is to accommodate  additional 
growth for Mayfield West beyond the 2031 population target. Settlement boundary expansion for the 
Mayfield West Rural Service Centre will be designated on the basis of a municipal comprehensive review 
and will require an amendment to the Plan. Currently the Town is working towards filing an amendment 
to the Region of Peel for a Regional Official Plan Amendment (ROPA) to recognize the Stage Two lands 
as “settlement area” in the Region of Peel Official Plan. 

3.2.1 Rural System 

The Stage Two Lands are currently designated as part of the Rural System designation within Schedule D 
of the Plan. The Rural System designation includes all lands outside the 2031 Regional Urban Boundary. 
The Rural System as shown on Schedule D, includes the three Rural Service Centres, the Palgrave Estate 
Residential Community and the Brampton Flying Club identified on Schedule D.  

3.2.2 Rural Service Centres 
Within the Plan, the Mayfield West Phase Two Lands portion of the Subject Lands is designated under 
the Rural Service Centre. The Rural Service Centre’s within this designation are Mayfield West, Bolton 
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and Caledon East in the Town of Caledon. These three Rural Service Centres serve as the focus for 
growth within the Rural System. The settlement area boundaries for the Mayfield West Service Centre are 
designated in Schedule D; this settlement area indicates where growth is planned to occur in a phased 
manner.  

Policy 2.2.10.4.3 of the OP prohibits “the redesignation of prime agricultural areas for nonagricultural 
uses except for:    

a)  minor refinements to the prime agricultural and rural areas designations, the rationalization of 
which shall be based on the Land Evaluation and Area Review (LEAR) to be completed by the Region 
in accordance with policy 7.6.2.17 of this Plan and implemented subject to the criteria identified in the 
municipal implementation policies of Section 5.3 of the Greenbelt Plan; or      

b) settlement area expansions subject to the settlement area policies of Section 2.2.10.4 of this Plan and 
Section 3.4 of the Greenbelt Plan.  

Policy 2.2.10.4.4 directs the Town of Caledon “to include policies in its official plan with respect to 
compliance with the minimum distance separation formulae for uses within the prime agricultural areas 
of the Protected Countryside”.   

3.2.3 Mayfield West Phase 2 Settlement Area 

The Mayfield West Phase Two Lands portion of the Subject Lands is designated as Mayfield West Phase 2 
Settlement Area within the Rural Service Centre. These lands comprise of approximately 207.5 hectares 
(of developable lands) west of Highway 10, north of Mayfield Road and east of Chinguacousy Road, as 
identified in Schedule D of the Region of Peel’s Official Plan. The following special policies shall apply to 
the Mayfield West Phase 2 Settlement Area: 

Section 5.4.3.2.8.2, GTA West Preliminary Route Planning Study Area policy outlines that the Town’s 
policies for the Town’s Official Plan and the Mayfield West Phase 2 Secondary Plan. The Town’s 
Official Plan shall include (to the satisfaction of the Province and the Region); mapping identifying of 
any portion of the GTA West Preliminary Route Planning Study Area that extends into the Mayfield 
West Phase 2 Settlement Area. Furthermore, the Region wants to ensure that development 
applications for lands within the GTA West Preliminary Route Planning Study Area will not exclude 
the planning and/or implementation of the GTA West Transportation Corridor. 

Section 5.4.3.2.8.3 Provincial Minimum Distance Separation Calculated Setback policy states that the 
Provincial Minimum Distance Separation Calculated Setback must be identified through mapping 
any MDS 1 calculations that encroach within the Mayfield West Phase 2 Settlement Area, prohibit 
development in the Setback Area; development can proceed if the livestock and manure storage 
facilities are removed. Additionally, the lands within the Setback Area will be considered a Type A 
Land Use for the purpose of applying Provincial MDS II Formula. 
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3.3 Town of Caledon Official Plan 
The entirety of the Subject Lands are designated Prime Agricultural Area in Schedule B of the Town’s 
Official Plan; Highway 10 is located immediately adjacent to the northern portion of the Subject Lands. 
The lands to the west of the Subject Lands are mapped as Prime Agricultural Area; lands immediately to 
the north of Highway 10 and east of the railway line are designated Residential Area and General 
Commercial Area.  

3.3.1 Prime Agricultural Area 
The intent of the agricultural policy within the Town’s Official Plan is to protect Prime Agricultural Areas 
by encouraging the business of agriculture, by limiting non-agricultural uses and non-agricultural 
severances. 

According to the Town’s Official Plan, the primary use of these lands are for agriculture although other 
uses may also be permitted such as: 

a) Agricultural uses and high impact agricultural uses;  

b) On-farm Diversified Uses; 

c) Agri-tourism Uses; 

d) A single-detached dwelling on an existing lot of record subject to Section 5.1.1.11 and Section 
5.1.1.12 and all other applicable policies of this Plan; 

e) Agriculture-related Commercial or Agricultural-related Industrial Uses; 

f) Accessory residential uses to a farm operation including a second dwelling for farm help, second 
dwellings for heritage preservation, home occupations including establishments accessory to a 
non-agricultural single-detached dwelling and in accordance with Section 5.14; 

g) Non-intensive recreation 

h) Stewardship and environmental protection activities; and 

i) Public uses in accordance with Section 5.15.  

When referring the Prime Agricultural Area’s and agricultural operations; Section 4.2.3.3.1 states that 
expansions to settlements will require an amendment to the Plan and shall be undertaken through a 
municipal comprehensive review that will address the following: 

a) An examination of reasonable alternative locations which avoid Prime Agricultural Areas, and 
reasonable alternative locations on lands with lower priority in the Prime Agricultural Area; 

b) Compliance with minimum distance separation formulae; 
c) Mitigation of impacts of settlement area expansions on agricultural operations which are adjacent 

to or close to the settlement area to the greatest extent feasible; 
d) The proposed expansion will meet the requirements of the Greenbelt Plan, Niagara Escarpment 

Plan, Lake Simcoe Protection Plan, and the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan; and,  
e) In determining the most appropriate location for expansions to the boundaries of settlement 

areas, the policies of Section 2 and 3 of the Provincial Policy Statement, 2005 are applied.  
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The agricultural impact assessment completed for the Town of Caledon addressed all but subsection d) 
which was addressed in other documents.  

3.3.2 Official Plan Amendment 222 
The Town’s Council adopted OPA 222 on November 10, 2015 following a comprehensive planning 
review process which demonstrated the need for additional lands outside of the existing designated 
growth areas to accommodate the projected needs over the identified planning horizon. The expansion of 
the settlement area boundaries will directly affect the Town’s prime agricultural area.  As determined by 
the AIA previously prepared for the Mayfield West Phase 2 (MW2) Plan Area, there are no reasonable 
alternatives which avoid prime agricultural areas.   

OPA 222 “establishes goals, objectives, and policies to govern the development and redevelopment of 
land within the Mayfield West Phase 2 (MW2) Plan Area”. It is understood that the land uses within the 
Stage 2 area will be determined at a future time as the MW2 area is developed. However, at this stage of 
the planning process, the Stage 2 lands remain within the Prime Agricultural Area designation. There are 
two policies of note regarding agriculture in OPA 222. The first, Policy 7.14.4.1.7, states that 
“Development in the Plan Area shall be consistent, to the extent feasible, with the recommendations for 
mitigation measures contained in the Agricultural Impact Assessment.” It is assumed that this policy is 
referencing the mitigation measures listed in the Agricultural Impact Assessment for Mayfield West 
Phase Two Secondary Plan (Parts A and B) dated January 2014. Note that this report updates these 
mitigation measures.  

The other policy deals with the minimum distance separation (MDS) and specifically for a farm operation 
located at 12259 Chinguacousy Road and referred to herein as the Cook farm. This policy is provided 
below.  

7.14.20     Provincial Minimum Distance Separation  

7.14.20.1 A portion of the Provincial Minimum Distance Separation (MDS) I calculated setback (the 
Setback Area) for the dairy farm operation located at 12259 Chinguacousy Road (calculated for 
a Type B land use – i.e. residential, recreational and commercial) extends into the Plan Area, as 
identified on Figure 20 in this Plan.  

7.14.20.2 The following policies apply to all development applications and approvals in the Plan Area 
where they are located in the Setback Area.  

7.14.20.3 Lands in the Setback Area will be considered a Type A Land Use for the purpose of applying 
the Provincial MDS II Formula.  

7.14.20.4 Prior to registration of any plan of subdivision or plan of condominium, or final approval of 
any site plan application for lands within the Setback Area on Figure 20 to this Plan, the Town 
shall be satisfied that the Setback Area is no longer required, in accordance with Section 
7.14.20.5.  

7.14.20.5 The Setback Area on Figure 20 will no longer be required when the livestock and manure 
storage facilities for the dairy farm operation located at 12259 Chinguacousy Road are removed 
or altered to no longer be capable of housing livestock or storing manure. 
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The farm buildings and manure storage area is located within the Stage 2 lands which are designated 
Prime Agricultural Area. The MDS I formula also applies to these lands and development cannot occur 
within the setback area in Stage 2 until the livestock and manure storage facilities are removed or altered 
to no longer be capable of housing livestock or storing manure.  

3.4 Adjacent Lands 
The lands to the south and south-east of Mayfield Road are mapped as Communities and within 
Schedule 1 of the City of Brampton Official Plan they are designated North West Brampton Urban 
Development Area.   
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4. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES  

4.1 Soil Series 
Figure 2 shows the soil information as provided by the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural 
Affairs (OMAFRA) in the provincial soil resource database. The soils are described in The Soil Survey of 
Peel County, Report No. 18 of the Ontario Soil Survey (Hoffman & Richards, 1953). The associated 
mapping associated with the Report No. 18 shows that the Subject Lands are comprised of Chinguacousy, 
Jeddo and Bottom Land soils.  

In 2009 Colville Consulting refined the soil mapping for the Mayfield West Phase 2 Study Area using 
digital elevation model (DEM) contours to generate the various slope classes. New soil polygons were 
then generated by delineating areas predominantly comprised of similar slope classes. A soil survey of 
the area was then completed. The soil horizon was exposed and described at several locations to identify 
the soil series present and where necessary the soil mapping was refined based on the results of the soil 
survey. The refined soils mapping is provided in Figures 3 (Soil Series) and Table 1 lists the Soil Series 
identified within the MW2 lands and the Stage 2 lands.  

Table 1                 Soil Series Mapped on Subject Lands  

Soil Name Slope Class Area (Ha) Percentage 
Oneida B, d, e & f 8.07 2.25% 
Chinguacousy B & c 284.85 79.38% 
Jeddo B & b 65.12 18.15% 
Alluvial  b 0.81 0.23% 
    358.85 100.00% 

4.1.1 Oneida Soil Series – Brunisolic Gray Brown Luvisol   

The Oneida soil series is the well drained member of the catena (Oneida-Chinguacousy-Jeddo). This soil 
has developed from the Halton till; a calcareous, clay loam textured parent material. The till is derived 
from the underlying limestone and shale bedrock. The reddish coloured shale often influences the colour 
of the soil imparting a reddish hue to the parent material. The surface material often consists of fine 
textured, lacustrine sediments deposited during inundation by proglacial Lake Iroquois. The surface 
texture often consists of silty clay loam and is typically stone free.  

Oneida soils are mapped on approximately 8.07 ha (2.25%) of the Subject Lands. They are generally 
mapped on short, complex slopes ranging from gentle (5-9%) to very strong (30-45%). They are 
predominantly found along valley slopes of Etobicoke Creek and its tributaries and are mapped in 
association with the Alluvial soils found along the floodplains of the creeks in the study area.  

They are moderately to slowly permeable however surface run-off is rapid on steeper slopes which 
results in a moderately well drained soil. Oneida soils have a high water-holding capacity; however,   
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because of the soil’s impervious nature and rapid surface runoff, droughty conditions can occur. Oneida 
soils have a relatively high bulk density and the consistency is firm throughout the soil profile and will 
become very firm under dry conditions. On the more gentle slopes, the calcareous parent material can be 
found at depths ranging from 60 to 80 cm (24-31 inches). On steeper slopes, erosion of the surface horizon 
may reduce the depth of the calcareous parent material to 40 cm (16 inches) or less.  

These soils need to be carefully managed to ensure that the soil structure is not damaged when under 
cultivation. Compaction of the soil can occur under wet soil conditions limiting root penetration and 
reducing air and water volumes in the soil. These soils are easily erodible and best management practices 
are required to ensure the potential for erosion is minimized. The majority of the Oneida soils are not 
cultivated and are forested. Keeping these soils permanently vegetated will reduce erosion and 
sedimentation of the adjacent creeks.  

4.1.2 Chinguacousy Soil Series – Gleyed Brunisolic Gray Brown Luvisol   

The Chinguacousy soil series are the imperfectly drained member of the catena. They are the most 
common soil series mapped in the Subject Lands occurring on approximately 284.85 ha (79.38%). Similar 
to the Oneida soils, they have developed from the Halton Till material and they share many of the same 
morphological characteristics.  The parent material generally consists of a calcareous, clay loam and the 
relatively stone free surface texture is generally comprised silty clay loam to clay loam. 

Chinguacousy soils are mapped on predominantly simple, nearly level (0-2%) and very gentle (2-5%) 
slopes. They are imperfectly drained; moderately to slowly permeable and have a relatively high water 
holding capacity. Excess soil water is often found in the upper soil horizons as a result of high 
groundwater or perched conditions during the growing season. This has resulted in the formation of 
distinct to prominent yellowish brown mottles in the subsoil. Surface runoff is moderate to slow and 
improves with an increase of slope. These soils need to be carefully managed to ensure that the soil 
structure is not damaged when under cultivation. Compaction of the soil can occur under wet soil 
conditions limiting root penetration and reducing air and water volumes in the soil. 

4.1.3 Jeddo Soil Series– Humic Luvic Gleysol 

Jeddo soils are the second most common soil mapped within the Subject Lands found on approximately 
65.12 ha (18.15%). Jeddo soils have developed from the same Halton Till parent material from which the 
Chinguacousy and Oneida are derived, however, Jeddo soils differ in that they are poorly drained.   

Jeddo soils are mapped on the level to nearly level (0-2.0%) slopes causing the surface drainage to be 
slow. They are slowly permeable due to the heavy soil textures (clayey) and high bulk density. A perched 
groundwater condition is common and the upper soil horizons are often saturated for much of the 
growing season. Temporary ponding following heavy rainfall events is common, particularly in 
depressional areas where surface runoff is negligible.  
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4.1.4 Alluvial Soil Series – Gleyed Humic Regosol  

Alluvial soils comprise approximately 0.81ha (0.23%) Subject Lands.  These soils and the steep valley side 
slopes were mapped as Bottom Land in the 1953 County of Peel Soil Survey. They typically have a variety 
of soil textures and drainage conditions. In the Study Area they generally consist of finer textured 
sediments and are imperfectly to poorly drained. Alluvial soils are recent accumulations of alluvial 
sediments deposited along the floodplains of Etobicoke Creek and the other creeks in the area. The 
surface horizons often consist of relatively thick accumulations of fine mineral and organic material. The 
underlying sediments can be highly variable in texture and consist of organic materials, silt and clay and 
sands and gravel accumulations. The depth of the Alluvial soils ranges from 50 cm (20 inches) to depths 
of greater than one metre. Where the alluvial sediments are less than 1 m (39 inches) thick, they overlie 
the calcareous Halton clay loam till.  

4.2 CLI Agricultural Capability 
The Canada Land Inventory (CLI) soil classification system was used to classify the agricultural 
capability of the soil. In Ontario, OMAFRA’s Classifying Prime and Marginal Agricultural Soils and 
Landscapes: Guidelines for Application of the Canada Land Inventory in Ontario (Wilson, 2004) is used 
to interpret the CLI agricultural capability. Appendix B provides more information on the CLI 
classification system used to determine the agricultural capability of lands. Figure 4 shows the updated 
soil mapping for the Subject Lands. 

4.2.1 CLI - Oneida 

Oneida soils mapped within the Study Area are rated CLI Class 3T, 4T and 5T. Oneida soils on 5-9% 
slopes are rated 3T with moderately severe limitations due to topography. As the slope increases, the soil 
capability rating for common field crops decreases. Oneida soils are rated 4T on 9-15% slopes and 5T on 
slopes greater than 15%.  

4.2.2 CLI - Chinguacousy 

Chinguacousy Clay Loam soils are mapped on B (simple, nearly level slopes of 0-2%) and C slopes (2.0 - 
5.0%). Those soils on B slopes are rated CLI Class 1 which have very minor or no limitations for common 
field crop production. The Chinguacousy Clay Loam soil on C slopes (both simple and complex, very 
gentle slopes of 2 – 5%) are rated CLI Class 2DT. These soils have a moderate limitation for common field 
crops due to a relatively high bulk density, as a result of their elevated clay content, and minor 
topographic limitations. The soil is easily compacted by machinery when soil moisture conditions are 
high. Tile drainage is often necessary to improve crop yields particularly where soil compaction has 
occurred. Due to their susceptibility to erosion, erosion control measures may need to be implemented for 
lands under continuous row crop production.   
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4.2.3 CLI - Jeddo 

The poorly drained Jeddo soils are rated CLI Class 3W for common field crops. These soils have 
moderately severe limitations for common field crop production due to excessive wetness and require 
artificial drainage to obtain moderate yields. However, where these soils cannot be feasibly drained they 
have a CLI rating of Class 5W and are best suited to permanent forage crops such as hay and pasture.  

4.2.4 CLI - Alluvial 

The Alluvial soils are rated CLI Class 5WI due to excessive wetness and the high potential for inundation 
(flooding) along the floodplains of Etobicoke Creek and its tributaries. These soils are best suited to 
permanent sod crops or left in their natural condition to limit the potential for erosion.   

4.2.5 Summary of CLI Classification 

Table 2 shows the breakdown by CLI class for the Subject Lands. In total, there are approximately 357.02 
ha of prime agricultural land. There is 114.35 ha of CLI Class 1 (31.87%), 173.57 ha of Class 2 (48.37%) and 
69.10 ha of Class 3 (19.26%) which makes up 99.49% of the Subject Lands. The lower capability lands 
(0.51%) are primarily associated with the river valley side slopes and flood plains of Etobicoke Creek and 
its tributaries.  

Table 2  Totals for Subject Lands 

  Area (Ha) Area (Ac) Percentage 
Class 1 114.35 282.57 31.87% 
Class 2 173.57 428.90 48.37% 
Class 3 69.10 170.75 19.26% 
Class 4 0.51 1.26 0.14% 
Class 5 1.32 3.26 0.37% 

Total 358.85 886.74 100.00% 

The CLI Class breakdown for the MW2 and Stage 2 lands shown in Tables 3 and 4.   

Table 3                CLI Class Distribution within MW Phase 2Lands 

  Area (Ha) Area (Ac) Percentage 
Class 1 53.60 132.45 21.33% 
Class 2 147.34 364.08 58.64% 
Class 3 50.32 124.35 20.03% 

Total 251.26 620.88 100.00% 
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Table 4                CLI Class Distribution within Stage 2 Lands 

  Area (Ha) Area (Ac) Percentage 
Class 1 60.43 149.34 56.18% 
Class 2 26.53 65.54 24.65% 
Class 3 18.80 46.46 17.48% 
Class 4 0.51 1.25 0.47% 
Class 5 1.31 3.24 1.22% 

Total 107.59 265.83 100.00% 

As shown in these tables, all (100%) of the lands within the MW2 portion of the Subject Lands and nearly 
all of the Stage 2 (98.31%) consist of prime agricultural lands.  

4.3 Land Use 
The purpose of the land use survey was to identify agricultural and non-agricultural land uses and the 
cropping pattern in the Study Area and to understand land use character of the Subject Lands and 
surrounding area.  

Farm types were noted and identified as to the type of farm operation and whether the farm operation 
was active, retired or a hobby farm. Non-farm land uses include such uses as single lot, non-farm 
residences, existing and approved residential development, institutional, commercial and industrial 
developments and recreational facilities. 

Crop identification was carried out as follows: soybeans, cereal grains and corn were considered row 
crops; permanent sod crops such as pasture, hay crops and silage crops (i.e., grass mixes, alfalfa, and 
clovers) were classified as forage. Areas not in agricultural production include idle lands, scrub lands and 
natural areas (i.e. forested).  

Land uses were categorized as follows: 

♦ Active Farm Operation:  Farm operation that appears to be operational and houses livestock.  
♦ Hobby Farm:  A residential dwelling, with or without accessory buildings, and includes some 

crop production for personal consumption or limited sale; and/or small numbers of livestock 
raised for personal consumption, pleasure or limited sale. A hobby farm normally will generate 
little or no income.  

♦ Retired:  A residence with a barn and associated ancillary buildings that are no longer used for 
agricultural purposes. The farm buildings may be abandoned or used for storage and other non-
farm related uses.  

♦ Idle: Idle lands are non-forested areas that have not been utilized for agricultural crops and now 
contain old meadow vegetation communities containing very little woody vegetation.   

♦ Scrubland: Scrubland is land that has been left idle long enough for woody shrubs and/or young 
trees to become established.  

♦ Woodlot:  Woodlot includes forested areas (including plantations and re-forested areas).  
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♦ Residential:  Non-farm residential development includes single dwellings on small lots, estate 
residential lots and dwellings, subdivisions and urban residential areas.  

♦ Commercial/Industrial:  Includes both small and large scale commercial and industrial 
developments and lands designated for these uses.  

♦ Institutional:   Institutional uses commonly include churches & cemeteries, educational 
facilities and publicly owned facilities. 

♦ Future Development Area: Lands that appear to be under development.  
♦ Recreational: Land uses such as golf courses, soccer and baseball fields and public parklands. 

The land uses observed in the Study Area are shown in Figure 5.  

4.3.1 Study Area 

There is a mix of both agricultural and non-agricultural uses found within the Study Area however, 
outside of the urban areas, the predominant land use is agriculture. The majority of the lands are in 
common field crop production (e.g., corn-grain-soy bean rotation, hay and pasture). There are relatively 
few non-farm land uses and those observed include non-farm residences, institutional (e.g., school, 
church & utility) and small scale commercial operations (e.g., landscaping, construction, antique shop, 
etc.).  

There are twenty two (22) agricultural related operations within the Study Area. Of these, there are six (6) 
active livestock operations, including beef, dairy and equestrian farms, eleven (11) retired farm 
operations, three (3) commercial cash crop operations, and two (2) horticultural related operations. The 
majority of these farm operations are located to the west and north of Subject Lands. Most are separated 
by Chinguacousy Road and naturally by a tributary of Etobicoke Creek that flows west to east along the 
northern limits of the Subject Lands. 

The land uses observed in the Subject Lands and Study Area are characteristic of a prime agricultural 
area. However, all of the lands south of Mayfield Road are designated for urban development and much 
of it is presently under construction.  The eastern boundary of the Subject Lands is also designated for 
urban land uses. It is clear that these adjacent urban areas have influenced the agricultural character of 
the Study Area and has likely influenced the retirement of several livestock operations. The presence of 
these urban areas reduces the agricultural priority of the agricultural lands and particularly along their 
margins (e.g., Mayfield Road and Hurontario Street). 

In addition to the urban areas present to the east and south of the Study Area, there are several non-farm 
residences and estate rural residences scattered throughout. The majority of these rural residential 
dwellings are located along Chinguacousy Road and Creditview Road.  

  



Development

Institutional Facility

Land Use

Retired Livestock Operation 

Non-Farm Residence

Stage Two Lands

Study Area

Active Livestock Operation

Commercial Cash Crop

Commercial Operation

C
re

d
it

v
ie

w
 R

o
a
d

Old School Road

M
c
L

a
u

g
h

li
n

 R
o

a
d

H
u

ro
n

ta
ri

o
 S

tr
e
e
t

Mayfield Road

Mayfield Road

Highway 410

C
h

in
g

a
u

c
o

u
s
y
 R

o
a
d

Old School Road

Horticultural Operation

Mayfield West Phase Two Lands

Idle

Cultivated

Row Crops

Scrub

Pasture/Forage

Forested

Recreational

Future

Land Use Map

Prepared by:

Prepared for:

0 725 M

1:25,670

May 2017 C17009

FIGURE 5

Legend

Municipal Boundary

Residential

Agricultural Assessment for 
Mayfield West Secondary Plan Update

1

2

345

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14
15

16 17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27



COLVILLE CONSULTING INC. 

 

Agricultural Assessment for Mayfield West Secondary Plan Update 
21 

 

4.3.2 Subject Lands 

Within the Subject Lands, nearly all of the lands are under cultivation and in common field crop 
production. There is very little pasture/forage which suggests that there will not be any active livestock 
operations impacted that rely on pasture lands.  

The Subject Lands are adjacent to the north of Mayfield Road and to the east of Chinguacousy Road. The 
southern and eastern portions of the Subject Lands abut urban boundaries and future urban development 
lands.  

There is one active livestock operation and three retired farm operations present within the Subject Lands 
boundaries. A large scale dairy operation (Cook Farm) is located in the western portion of the Subject 
Lands. The farm operation straddles the boundary between the MW2 lands and the Stage 2 lands. The 
farm complex is located within the Stage 2 area while much of the cultivated lands associated with this 
farm are located within the MW2 area.  

Although manure was present on site, no cattle were observed from the roadside within or adjacent to 
the barn during the land use survey. It is understood that the farm has been sold conditionally to non-
farm interests.  We have still identified it as an active farm operation. 

None of the retired farm operations on the Subject Lands appear to be capable of housing livestock due to 
the conversion to other uses or due to the removal of structures capable of housing livestock. 

Non-farm operations located within the Subject Lands include two commercial operations and the 
Brampton Christian School on the north east corner of the Subject Lands. There are a total of five non-
farm residences located along Chinguacousy Road which forms the western boundary of the Subject 
Lands. 

4.4 Agricultural Investments  

4.4.1 Drainage improvements 

OMAFRA’s Agricultural Information Atlas provides mapping that shows the location and type of 
artificial drainage systems that have been recorded and submitted to the province. As shown in Figure 6 
investments in tile drainage have been made within the Study Area along Chinguacousy Road, 
Creditview Road, and McLaughlin Road.  

There are approximately 197.6 ha of tile drained lands in the Study Area (157.8 ha of systematic and 39.8 
ha random). The majority of the tile drained lands lie outside of the MW2 and Stage 2 lands. There are 
only 16.5 ha of land within the Subject Lands that are tile drained and will be directly impacted by future 
development. There are only 0.6 ha of systematic tile drainage in the MW2 portion of the Subject Lands. 
The majority of the tile drained lands impacted, approximately 15.9 ha, are located within the Stage 2 
lands.  

  



Random

Systematic

FIGURE 6

DATE: May 2017

Prepared for:

Prepared by:

FILE: C17009_06

Agricultural Assessment for 
Mayfield West Secondary Plan Update

Stage Two 
Lands

Mayfield Phase 
Two Lands

Study Area

Source: AgMaps
http://www.gisapplication.lrc.gov.on.ca/AIA/Index.html?viewer=AIA.AIA&locale=en-US

Artificial Drainage 
Mapping

Legend: Artificial Tile Drainage System Type



COLVILLE CONSULTING INC. 

 

Agricultural Assessment for Mayfield West Secondary Plan Update 
23 

 

4.4.1 Infrastructure 

There are few large farm operations with significant investments in agricultural infrastructure located 
within the Subject Lands. The proposed Mayfield West Secondary Plan does a good job of excluding farm 
operations from within its boundaries. However, the secondary plan area does not avoid all farm 
operations.  

The Cook farm (Farm Operation #2 shown in Figure 5) is a large dairy operation that is located along 
Chinguacousy Road. Lands associated with the farm lie within both the MW2 and Stage 2 portions of the 
Subject Lands. The farm infrastructure is located within the Stage 2 lands. Eventually this farm will be 
retired however because it is located within the Stage 2 lands it has the potential to remain operational for 
a longer period of time.  

It appears that the infrastructure at other former farm operations within the Subject Lands have been 
removed entirely.  

There are several other farm operations that are located outside of the boundaries of the Subject Lands 
including livestock (beef and equestrian) operations and cash crop operations with grain driers.  

4.5 Lot Fragmentation & Land Tenure 
The Town of Caledon provided Colville Consulting Inc. with lot fabric and tenure information in 2008 for 
the original AIA. Updated land tenure information was not available from the Town of Caledon for the 
AIA update.  

4.5.1 Fragmentation  

The PPS (2005) and OPA 179 discourage further fragmentation within the prime agricultural area. 
Fragmentation of agricultural lands can have a significant impact on the viability of agricultural lands 
and its long-term preservation for agricultural purposes. Fragmentation of farm lands generally reduces 
the economic viability of the area by reducing the efficiency of which lands can be farmed and increasing 
the operating costs for farms comprised of several small and separated parcels. Small farm parcels are 
often uneconomical and cannot support a traditional family farm. Outside (off farm) sources of income 
are commonly required to maintain an agricultural operation. 

Agricultural areas which have been fragmented also often contain a higher occurrence of non-farm land 
uses. Whereas areas with relatively low levels of fragmentation are considered to be more viable 
economically and they generally have fewer sources of non-farm land use conflicts.  These areas have a 
higher priority for protection. 

Figure 7 shows that the level of fragmentation within the Subject Lands is relatively minor. Most of the 
farm parcels are comprised of parcels greater than 30 ha (70 acres). Land parcels 10 and 30 ha (25-70 
acres) in size are also common. While these smaller lots may not be viable agricultural parcels by 
themselves, they may be important to local farmers, supplementing their land needs and improving the 
viability of their farm operation.  
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The area has been fragmented by transportation corridors (e.g., Highway 410, railway line, etc.) and 
naturally by Etobicoke Creek and its tributaries. Fragmentation of the land base by the railway line and 
surface drainage system reduce the availability of lands for common field crop production and/or 
influences the management of the lands. 

The farm parcels within the Subject Lands will eventually be consumed by the expansion of the 
settlement area. However the settlement area expansion will be limited primarily to the area south of 
Etobicoke Creek and thereby significantly limiting the amount of fragmentation of farm parcels to the 
north of Etobicoke Creek.  

4.5.2 Land Tenure 

A land tenure analysis was completed as part of the original AIA for the Mayfield West Phase 2 
Secondary Plan Part A which included the MW2 and Stage 2 lands. The results are shown in Figure 7. 
Land tenure or ownership is one of the factors considered when assessing prime agricultural areas. In 
general, areas that have a high percentage of local ownership tend to receive a higher amount of 
investment in agricultural facilities and land improvements. This is a characteristic of high priority 
agricultural areas.  

In areas where the occurrence of absentee or non-local ownership is common, the level of agricultural 
investments is significantly reduced.  Speculatively held lands typically do not receive the long-term 
investments in infrastructure or land improvements such as tile drainage. The return on the investment 
may take several years to realize and tenant farmers or those leasing the lands are often reluctant to 
invest in lands that they do not control for the long-term. Land stewardship practices, on both locally 
owned lands and leased lands, may suffer due to uncertainties introduced by land speculation. If a 
farmer is not confident that his lands and the surrounding lands will remain in agriculture for the long 
term, needed investments may be withheld and best management practices not employed. In some cases, 
rather than investing in the maintenance of agricultural infrastructure, it is often removed.   

Land speculation increases the cost of farmland and can discourage land acquisition by existing farmers 
to support their farm operations. High land costs may also prevent entry to the area by new farmers. Due 
to speculation of future development in areas adjacent to settlements, higher land costs make farming a 
non-viable land use in the long term. Speculative demand for agricultural lands often results in higher 
land costs which can make farming unfeasible for new farmers wanting to purchase these lands.  

As shown in Figure 7, the majority of the lands are non-locally owned. Several large parcels are owned by 
development interests. The majority of these parcels continue to be actively farmed by tenant farmers or 
custom farm operators.  

The relatively high level of non-farm and non-local ownership reduces the agricultural priority of the 
area in general.  
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4.6 Minimum Distance Separation 

4.6.1 Background 

According to the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs, (OMAFRA) FactSheet Farmer 
and Neighbour Relations Preventing and Resolving Local Conflicts (January 2005), neighbour complaints 
relating to odours generated by farm operations are the number one complaint received by farmers.  

The concept of applying separation distances between livestock facilities and non-farm land uses in order 
to minimize land use conflicts with the growing non-agricultural rural population first originated in the 
early 1970`s with the Suggested Code of Practice where a one size fits all solution was first applied to new or 
expanding livestock operations. The Suggested Code of Practice “rationalized that the effect of objectionable 
odours in a neighbourhood could be reduced if livestock and poultry facilities were located as far as 
practically possible from nearby dwellings” (Minimum Distance Separation Implementation Guidelines, 
Publication 707, 2006).  

In 1976 the Agricultural Code of Practice was developed and introduced MDS formulas which would 
calculate the separation distances based on a range of factors specific to each livestock facility and the 
perceived sensitivity of the non-farm land uses. This document further reiterated that “Objectionable 
odours can be reduced if livestock buildings and rural residences are constructed at reasonable distances 
from each other.” It goes on to say that “The MDS Formulas have been developed to provide a consistent 
and fair technique to determine separation distances between non-compatible land uses”.  

The 1978 Food Land Guidelines, the agricultural planning policy of the day, directed municipalities to 
indicate in relevant policies of their official plan that the MDS formula be applied to new or expanding 
livestock facilities and to new non-farm land uses.  

The Agricultural Code of Practice was replaced by the Minimum Distance Separation I and Minimum 
Distance Separation II in 1995. In 2006, the OMAFRA updated the MDS formulae and the Minimum 
Distance Separation Implementation Guidelines, Publication 707 came into effect on January 1, 2007.   

The MDS was once again updated in 2016 and came into effect on March 1st, 2017. The MDS guidelines 
are provided in “Minimum Distance Separation (MDS) Document”, Publication 853 OMAFRA (2016). As 
with its predecessors, the MDS only addresses odour-related concerns.  

The MDS only applies to Agricultural or Rural designated lands and is not applied within existing 
settlement area boundaries unless specific wording is provided in a municipality’s official plan stating 
that the MDS is to be applied within other land use designations.  

Two different formulae have been developed by the Province; the MDS I formula and the MDS II 
formula. The MDS I formula calculates the minimum distance separation requirements between existing 
livestock facilities and proposed new non-agricultural uses or lot creation and is the applicable formula to 
be used for settlement area expansion. The MDS II calculates minimum distance separation requirements 
for new or expanding livestock facilities from existing or approved non-farm development. 
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Ontario's Agricultural Planning Tools Suite (AgriSuite) includes software developed by OMAFRA to 
calculate the MDS I requirements for the livestock facilities. This includes former livestock operations 
which have buildings that are structurally sound and capable of housing livestock. To determine the 
MDS I setback requirements, specific information regarding each livestock facility is required by the 
formulae. Livestock facilities are defined in the Minimum Distance Separation (MDS) Document, 
Publication 853 (2016) as “All livestock barns and manure storages on a lot, as well as all unoccupied 
livestock barns and unused manure storages on a lot.” 

The MDS I formula requires specific information regarding neighbouring livestock operations regardless 
of whether they are active or not. The barns must be structurally sound and capable of housing livestock. 
The information required to determine the MDS I setback includes: 

♦ the lot size; 
♦ the type of livestock housed in the barn;  
♦ the maximum capacity of the barn;  
♦ the type of manure storage system; and 
♦ the type of land use proposed adjacent to existing livestock facilities.   

With regard to the type of land use proposed, the MDS recognizes two land use types; Type A and Type 
B. As per the Minimum Distance Separation (MDS) Document, Publication 853 (2016): 

Type A land uses are typically characterized by uses that have a lower density of human occupancy, 
habitation or activity. For the purposes of MDS I, Type A land uses include applications to rezone or 
redesignate agricultural lands for industrial, agricultural-related or recreational use – low intensity 
purposes. 

Type A land uses include applications to permit: 
♦ construction of a dwelling on an existing lot where the municipality has determined that MDS I 

should be applied, or the  
♦ creation of up to three lots either by consent or plan of subdivision 

The setback requirements for Type A land uses are typically less than the setback requirements for Type 
B land uses.  

Type B land uses generally have a higher density of human occupancy, habitation or activity. The 
Minimum Distance Separation (MDS) Document, Publication 853 (2016) describes Type B land uses as 
follows: 

Type B land uses include applications to rezone or redesignate agricultural lands for residential, 
institutional, recreational use – high intensity, commercial or settlement area purposes. 

Type B land uses include applications to permit: 
♦ creation of residential subdivisions in rural areas, or  
♦ expansion of a settlement area, or  
♦ creation of multiple residential development, or 
♦ the creation of a lot which results in a rural residential cluster 
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The proposed new settlement boundary expansion for the Mayfield West Secondary Plan is considered to 
be a Type B land use.  

4.6.2 MDS Setback Requirements 

The information collected during the land use survey, directly from farm operations, site observations 
and through aerial photography interpretation was used to generate the MDS setback distances for 
settlement area expansion (Type B land use). The Minimum Distance Separation I (MDS I) Reports 
generated by the MDS I software is provided in Appendix C. The factors used in the MDS I formulae are 
also provided in Appendix B and the location of those farms for which the MDS I formula is applicable is 
shown in Figure 8. 

There are several livestock and former livestock operations which have structures that appear to be 
reasonably capable of housing livestock within the Study Area. However, for the purposes of the 
proposed settlement area expansion, the MDS I formula is not applicable to all of the livestock facilities in 
the Study Area. As per MDS Guideline #12 Existing Uses that Do Not Conform to MDS the MDS I setback 
can be reduced “provided there are four, or more, nonagricultural uses, residential uses and/or dwellings 
closer to the subject livestock facility than the proposed development or dwellings and those four or more 
non-agricultural uses, residential uses and/or dwellings are: 

♦ located within the intervening area (120° field of view shown in Figure 4 in Section 7 of this MDS 
Document) between the closest part of the proposed development or dwelling and the nearest 
livestock facility or anaerobic digester; 

♦ located on separate lots; and  
♦ of the same or greater sensitivity (i.e., Type A or Type B in accordance with Implementation 

Guidelines #33 and #34) as the proposed development or dwelling.  

If ALL of the above conditions are met, the MDS I setback for the proposed development or dwelling 
may be reduced such that it is located no closer to the livestock facility or anaerobic digester than the 
furthest of the four non-agricultural uses, residential uses and/or dwellings”. 

Due to Guideline #12, there are only five livestock operations of concern. The Cook dairy farm (Farm #2) 
is the most significant of these livestock operations and has an MDS I setback calculated to be 724 m from 
the liquid manure storage area located to the east of the livestock barns. This encroaches significantly into 
the MW2 lands and occupies much of the Stage 2 lands.  

In part, MDS Guideline #10 - MDS I Setbacks for Zoning By-Law Amendments and Official Plan 
Amendments states that “An MDS I setback is required for all proposed amendments to rezone or 
redesignate land to permit development in prime agricultural areas and rural lands presently zoned or 
designated for agricultural use.” Since the Cook farm is located within the Prime Agricultural Areas 
designation the MDS I applies to all lands within this designation.  
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To comply with the intent of this policy, OPA 222, in Policy 7.14.20 prohibits development within the 
MDS I setback from the Cook farm until the livestock facilities and the manure storage facilities are 
removed or altered to no longer be capable of housing livestock or storing manure.  

However, development will still need to respect the MDS setback requirements within the Stage 2 lands 
for as long as the livestock facilities are present, structurally sound and have the ability to house 
livestock.  Once the facilities are retired, settlement boundary expansion can continue, unrestricted by the 
MDS I requirements, for the majority of the Subject Lands. 

However there are the four other farm operations which have MDS I setbacks which encroachment 
within the Subject Lands. The effect of the encroachment is very minor and unlikely to significantly affect 
the settlement area expansion in the long-term. The first of these farm operations is located north of the 
Subject Lands and on the east side of McLaughlin Road (Farm #20). As shown in Figure 8, the MDS I 
setback extends to the limits of the Subject Lands’ boundary and should not be a concern.  

Farm #23 is located on the west side of Chinguacousy Road and has an MDS I of 536 m which encroaches 
into the northern portion of the Stage 2 lands. The area affected by the MDS I setback is approximately 
0.89 ha.  

Farm #24 is located just to the south of Farm #23 also on the west side of Chinguacousy Road. The MDS I 
setback for this operation was calculated to be 305 m from the barns and 322 m from the manure storage 
area. Approximately 4.6 ha of the Stage 2 lands are affected by the MDS I setback.  

Farm #27 again located on the west side of Chinguacousy Road has an MDS I setback of 347m from the 
barns and 363 m from the manure storage area. The MDS I setback extends into the Stage 2 lands. 
However because there are existing non-farm residences located along Chinguacousy Road, Guideline 
#12 slightly reduces the setback to the back of the residences located on the east side of Chinguacousy 
Road. This slightly impacts the lands on either side of these three residences as shown in Figure 8.  
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5. AGRICULTURAL PRIORITY  
The PPS states that “A planning authority may identify a settlement area or allow the expansion of a 
settlement area boundary only at the time of a comprehensive review and only where it has been 
demonstrated that: 

a) sufficient opportunities for growth are not available through intensification, redevelopment and 
designated growth areas to accommodate the projected needs over the identified planning 
horizon; 

b) the infrastructure and public service facilities which are planned or available are suitable for the 
development over the long term, are financially viable over their life cycle, and protect public 
health and safety and the natural environment; 

c) in prime agricultural areas:  
1. the lands do not comprise specialty crop areas;  
2. alternative locations have been evaluated, and  

i. there are no reasonable alternatives which avoid prime agricultural areas; and  
ii. there are no reasonable alternatives on lower priority agricultural lands in prime 

agricultural areas;  
d) the new or expanding settlement area is in compliance with the minimum distance separation 

formulae; and  
e) impacts from new or expanding settlement areas on agricultural operations which are adjacent or 

close to the settlement area are mitigated to the extent feasible. 

We had previously demonstrated that there are no reasonable alternatives for settlement area expansion 
that avoid prime agricultural areas in our original AIA. The PPS then requires an application to 
demonstrate that there are no reasonable alternatives on lower priority agricultural lands. Neither the 
PPS nor the OMAFRA specifically define in policy ‘lower priority agricultural lands’. However there are 
a number of factors that OMAFRA considers when dealing with 'priority'. These considerations include 
the ability of the site to comply with the requirements of MDS I, current land use, amount of capital 
investment in agricultural infrastructure, amount of land under active cultivation, existing degree of lot 
fragmentation to the surrounding agricultural land base, and proximity to adjacent urban and rural 
settlement areas. 

The AIA prepared for the Mayfield West Phase 2 (MW2) Plan Area (last updated in 2014) determined that 
the agricultural priority of the lands increases from east to west. The lands east of McLaughlin Road have 
a lower agricultural priority due to a lack of investment in agricultural facilities, a greater amount of lot 
fragmentation and non-farm (non-local) ownership, and proximity to existing urban areas.  

The lands between McLaughlin Road and Chinguacousy Road have a higher agricultural priority due to 
the larger parcels, high level of investment in agricultural infrastructure and some land improvements 
mostly associated with the Stage 2 lands.  

The presence of the Cook dairy farm and other livestock operations along Chinguacousy Road inhibits 
the ability of settlement expansion to comply with the MDS. Development will need to respect the MDS 
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setback requirements for as long as the livestock facilities are present, structurally sound and have the 

ability to house livestock.  Once the facilities are retired and the buildings removed, settlement boundary 

expansion can continue for the majority of the Subject Lands in compliance with the MDS.  

The lands north of Etobicoke Creek are significantly more constrained by the MDS, therefore, the Subject 

Lands are better able to comply with the MDS than other potential locations for settlement area 

expansion.  
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6.  ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS TO AGRICULTURE 
The PPS requires that impacts from any new or expanding non-agricultural uses on surrounding 
agricultural operations and lands be mitigated to the extent feasible. Potential impacts include the loss of 
prime agricultural land and agricultural investments and disruption to agricultural operations in the 
surrounding area as a result of encroachment of non-farm land uses. These disruptions can result from an 
increase in nuisance complaints from non-farm land uses as well as an increase in non-farm traffic and 
trespass and vandalism.  Some of the methods used to mitigate impacts is through the implementation of 
the Minimum Distance Separation formula, identifying clear boundaries between prime agricultural 
areas and non-farm land uses, and ensuring that the movement of farm machinery through prime 
agricultural areas continues safely and unimpeded through proper design and implementation of a 
regional transportation plan which considers the needs of the agricultural community.  

6.1 Loss of Agricultural Resources 

6.1.1 Agricultural Lands 

Nearly all of the Subject Lands are prime agricultural lands (CLI Classes 1, 2 & 3). There are no other 
reasonable areas of lower agricultural capability or locations with lower agricultural priority upon which 
settlement area expansion can occur. 

The climatic conditions across the Subject Lands are essentially the same therefore opportunities for 
settlement area expansion on lower quality climatic areas are not available.  

6.1.2 Agricultural Infrastructure 

There will be a loss of farm infrastructure. However, this will be limited to one the farm operation; the 
Cook Farm. Development of the Subject Lands will amount to a significant loss of investments in 
relatively modern farm infrastructure.  

Other farm related infrastructure within the Subject Lands has already been removed or has been 
converted to other non-agricultural uses.  

6.1.3 Agricultural Land Improvements 

There will be approximately 16.5 ha of tile drainage retired within the Subject Lands. Only 0.6 ha of 
systematic tile drainage is located within the MW2 portion of the Subject Lands. The remaining 15.9 ha of 
tile drained lands will not be retired until the Stage 2 lands are developed.  

The majority of the tile drained lands in the Study Area are located outside of the Subject Lands and will 
not be lost as a result of settlement area expansion.  
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6.2 Fragmentation & Tenure 

6.2.1 Fragmentation 

The northern boundary proposed for the Subject Lands will result in the fragmentation of six relatively 
large parcels. The impact of the fragmentation is somewhat offset by natural heritage features. The 
northern boundary generally follows the ecological buffer proposed for natural areas along surface water 
features. The creek and steeper valley side naturally fragment the agricultural area.  

6.2.2 Tenure 

Based on the 2008 land tenure information for the Study Area, the vast majority of the parcels within the 
Subject Lands are non-locally held lands. In the years since the tenure information was provided to us it 
is likely that developers have acquired additional parcels within the Subject Lands.  

6.3 Minimum Distance Separation  
The MDS I setback requirements have been calculated for five farm operations within the Study Area 
which are close to the Subject Land boundaries or extend into the Subject Lands. Policy 7.14.20 addresses 
the development proposed within the MDS I setback for the Cook farm and is consistent with the intent 
of the MDS I Guidelines.  

The MDS I setback will need to be respected within the Stage 2 lands as these are still designated Prime 
Agricultural Areas. This will have only a minor effect on the land availability for future development. 
However, the MDS I setback requirements should be determined again when the Stage 2 lands are 
brought into the settlement area.  

6.4 Disruption to Agricultural Operations 
Farm operations can be adversely impacted by new non-farm development on adjacent lands. Non-farm 
developments are often sources of conflict with existing agricultural operations and farm practices. Those 
farm parcels closest to urban areas are likely to experience the highest levels of disruption.  

Most of the active farm operations observed in the Study area are located along Chinguacousy Road and 
disruption of normal farm practices may occur as development of the Subject Lands encroaches. The 
likely cause of disruption will be as a result of increased non-farm traffic along Chinuacousy Road. 
Trespass and vandalism may also increase as the non-rural population expands.  

6.4.1 Traffic  

Conflict arising from the encroachment of non-farm land uses into an agricultural area can take many 
forms. A common effect of non-farm development in or near agricultural areas is the increase in non-farm 
traffic on roads commonly used by farmers and farm equipment. The existing road network is often the 
only way farmers can access leased lands or other properties farmed. Particularly for custom cash crop 
operators who often have to travel long distances with their farm machinery to access farm fields. High 
traffic levels along these roads can disrupt farm traffic and create unsafe driving conditions. The non-
farm population in this general area will be significantly increasing over the next few years with the 
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expansion of Mayfield and the continuing build out of Brampton south of Mayfield Road. Farm operators 
already must deal with relatively high levels of non-farm traffic and this is expected to continue.  

Development of the Subject Lands will likely generate significant volumes of traffic. The conceptual road 
network developed for the Secondary Plan shows that most of the roadways link to McLaughlin Rd. and 
Mayfield Road. This is preferred as it directs non-farm traffic flow away from the active farm operations 
to the west.  

Future development plans for the Stage 2 lands should minimize access to Chinguacousy Road to 
minimize disruption to farm operations located along Chinguacousy Road.  

6.4.2 Trespass, Theft and Vandalism  

Instances of vandalism, theft and trespass can increase in agricultural areas with the encroachment of 
urban land uses. Damage to property and fencing, disturbance of livestock by people and/or pets, litter 
and bio-security concerns are all potential negative effects farmers have to deal with when adjacent an 
urban area. Non-rural residents unfamiliar with agriculture and agricultural activities may inadvertently 
disrupt or damage crops, fencing and animals.   

With the urban expansion of Mayfield to the east and Brampton to the south there is significant potential 
for farm operations to experience an increase in trespass and vandalism as development encroaches.  
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7.0 RECOMMENDATIONS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
To address any potential impacts to agricultural lands and operations several recommendations designed 
to limit the impacts of development to the extent feasible are provided below.  

7.1 Phasing of Development 
The build out of the settlement area will occur over a specified planning period timeline, agriculture will 
continue to be an important land use in this area and farmers in this area should continue to receive 
support until the lands are needed for development. The phasing of development should be designed to 
reduce the impacts on the adjacent farmland. It is important to expand the urban boundary in a rational 
way in order to limit the impacts of expansion.  

♦ The build out of the secondary plan area should be phased so that agricultural lands can remain 
in production for as long as possible before they are retired for urban uses.  

♦ For farm planning purposes, farmers should be provided with a development schedule to be 
updated annually.  Farmers will then be in a better position when assessing the economic return 
on investments such as the purchase of fertilizers, equipment, infrastructure, land improvements, 
livestock, labour, etc. 

♦ Encourage farmers immediately adjacent to urban areas to consider changing the focus of their 
operation from the more traditional farm practices and market their produce directly to local 
consumers. Establishing and promoting local farm markets within the new urban area should 
also be considered.  

7.2 Buffering 
 The interface between urban and agricultural uses is commonly referred to as the “urban fringe”. This is 
the area where most conflicts arise between farm operations and urban residents. The expansion of 
settlement areas causes the migration of the urban fringe into agricultural areas and introduces a greater 
potential for conflict to arise. Planning for settlement area expansion provides the opportunity to 
minimize the potential for conflict. Establishment of buffers both urban side and rural side of the 
interface has proven to be beneficial in reducing or minimizing conflicts.  

The setbacks proposed for the natural heritage features along the northern boundary of the Subject Lands 
provide a good buffer that effectively separates agricultural lands and urban land uses. It should help to 
minimize conflicts.  

The establishment of a buffer of some form should be considered for lands on both sides of Chinguacousy 
Road.  

♦ Maintain the buffer along the northern boundary; and  

♦ Consider implementing edge planning concepts into the Stage 2 lands to minimize potential 
conflicts along Chinguacousy Road. 
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7.3 Traffic 
The development plans should consider the impact of new traffic patterns. An increase in the volume and 
speed of non-farm traffic in areas traditionally used by local farmers can make the transportation of farm 
machinery and products between fields difficult and potentially dangerous.  

♦ Transportation planning should consider the needs of local farmers and where ever possible 
restrict non-farm traffic to areas not being used by farmers. This will be particularly important for 
farm operations located along Chinguacousy Road and McLaughlin Road north of the Subject 
Lands where several farms are located just outside of the development area; 

♦ The transportation plans for new development should be internalized as much as possible and 
access to Chinguacousy minimized to the extent possible; 

♦ Speed restrictions should be considered for roads adjacent to existing farm operations to avoid 
potential conflicts with farm operations and activities; 

♦ Signs warning of slow moving farm machinery should be erected; 

♦ Ensure that access to farm fields is not restricted; 

♦ Any upgrades to existing roadways used by farm machinery should include the construction of 
wide shoulders to allow for slow moving farm vehicles to travel safely; and 

♦ The transportation plan should maintain the right-of-way for farmers.  

7.4 Vandalism, Theft & Trespass 
To limit potential negative impacts of vandalism, theft and trespass: 

♦ Delay development of the Stage 2 lands until development of the MW2 lands is nearly complete. 
The Stage 2 lands will act as a temporary buffer between urban and agricultural land uses; 

♦ Establish low density land uses along Chinguacousy Road; 

♦ Inform residents through public consultation/education to not trespass on agricultural lands;  

♦ Consider implementing edge planning concepts (e.g., buffering) into the Stage 2 lands to 
minimize potential for new residents to easily access adjacent farm lands; and 

♦ Where necessary consider the erecting and maintaining suitable fencing along the property limits 
of sensitive farm operations adjacent to the settlement area boundary.   

7.5 Restriction of Normal Farm Practices 
Introducing large numbers of people with urban attitudes into a farm area often creates conflict between 
the agricultural community and the newcomers. There is often a lack of understanding of what 
constitutes a normal farm practice. The most common sources of tension are unwarranted accusations 
and attempts to restrict normal farm practices.  

♦ The Town of Caledon should ensure that its agricultural policies promote the right of farmers to 
continue normal farm practices on lands adjacent to the urban boundary. The rights of farmers to 
continue farming practices should be maintained and this includes the ability to change to other 
forms of agriculture as market conditions allow.  
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♦ Make residents aware that they are going to be living in close proximity to agricultural lands and 
the potential for nuisance as a result of normal farm practices.  

♦ Promote agricultural awareness of agricultural practices and understanding through signage, 
educational workshops and/or other means as a way of improving the often conflicting desires 
between farmers and urban residents. 
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8.0 CONCLUSIONS 
This agricultural impact assessment update has characterized the agricultural resources (soils and 
climate) within the Subject Lands; identified the land uses, agricultural infrastructure, land 
improvements and cropping pattern within the Study Area, and identified the potential impacts 
associated with settlement area expansion.  

This study along with the previous agricultural impact assessment prepared for the Town of Caledon has 
demonstrated that there are no reasonable alternative locations for settlement area expansion to occur on 
lower capability lands. There are also no reasonable alternative locations for expansion on lower priority 
agricultural lands.  

Several mitigation measures have been provided which will minimize potential impacts on agriculture 
and the proposed settlement area expansion will meet the MDS I setback requirements with few minor 
exceptions. Therefore in my opinion, the proposed settlement area expansion of Mayfield West is 
consistent with the PPS Policy 1.1.3.8, Regional policies 2.2.10.4.3 and 2.2.10.4.4, and the Town of 
Caledon’s agricultural policies.  

 
 
 

Sean Colville, B.Sc., P.Ag.   
Colville Consulting Inc. 
Date: June 14, 2017 
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CANADA LAND INVENTORY AGRICULTURAL SOIL CAPABILITY 

  



 

Canada Land Inventory Soil Capability Classification for Agriculture 

The Canada Land Inventory (CLI) classification system was developed to classifying soil capability for 
agricultural use for use across Canada. CLI is an interpretative system which assesses the effects of climate 
and soil characteristics on the limitations of land for growing common field crops.  It classifies soils into one 
of seven capability classes based on the severity of their inherent limitations to field crop production. 
Soils descend in quality from Class 1, which is highest, to Class 7 soils which have no agricultural capability 
for the common field crops. Class 1 soils have no significant limitations.  Class 2 through 7 soils have one or 
more significant limitations, and each of these are denoted by a capability subclass. 

In Ontario the document, “Classifying Prime and Marginal Agricultural Soils and Landscapes: Guidelines 
for Application of the Canada Land Inventory in Ontario” (OMAFRA, 2008) provides a Provincial 
interpretation of the CLI classification system. These guidelines are based on the “Canada Land Inventory, 
Soil Capability Classification for Agriculture" (ARDA Report No. 2, 1965) and have been modified for use in 
Ontario. In Ontario, CLI Classes 1 to 4 lands are generally considered to be arable lands and Classes 1 to 3 
soils and specialty crop lands are considered to be prime agricultural lands.  

The following definitions were taken from Classifying Prime and Marginal Agricultural Soils and 
Landscapes: Guidelines for Application of the Canada Land Inventory in Ontario (2008). 

Definitions of the Capability Classes 

Class 1 - Soils in this class have no significant limitations in use for crops.  Soils in Class 1 are level to nearly level, 
deep, well to imperfectly drained and have good nutrient and water holding capacity. They can be managed 
and cropped without difficulty. Under good management they are moderately high to high in productivity 
for the full range of common field crops 

Class 2 - Soils in this class have moderate limitations that reduce the choice of crops, or require moderate conservation 
practices.  These soils are deep and may not hold moisture and nutrients as well as Class 1 soils.  The 
limitations are moderate and the soils can be managed and cropped with little difficulty. Under good 
management they are moderately-high to high in productivity for a wide range of common field crops.  

Class 3 - Soils in this class have moderately severe limitations that reduce the choice of crops or require special 
conservation practices. The limitations are more severe than for Class 2 soils. They affect one or more of the 
following practices: timing and ease of tillage; planting and harvesting; choice of crops; and methods of 
conservation. Under good management these soils are fair to moderately high in productivity for a wide 
range of common field crops. 

Class 4 - Soils in this class have severe limitations that restrict the choice of crops, or require special conservation 
practices and very careful management, or both. The severe limitations seriously affect one or more of the 
following practices: timing and ease of tillage; planting and harvesting; choice of crops; and methods of 
conservation. These soils are low to medium in productivity for a narrow to wide range of common field 
crops, but may have higher productivity for a specially adapted crop. 

Class 5 - Soils in this class have very severe limitations that restrict their capability to producing perennial forage crops, 
and improvement practices are feasible. The limitations are so severe that the soils are not capable of use for 
sustained production of annual field crops. The soils are capable of producing native or tame species of 
perennial forage plants and may be improved through the use of farm machinery. Feasible improvement 
practices may include clearing of bush, cultivation, seeding, fertilizing or water control. 



Class 6 - Soils in this class are unsuited for cultivation, but are capable of use for unimproved permanent 
pasture.  These soils may provide some sustained grazing for farm animals, but the limitations are so severe 
that improvement through the use of farm machinery is impractical. The terrain may be unsuitable for the 
use of farm machinery, or the soils may not respond to improvement, or the grazing season may be very 
short. 

Class 7 - Soils in this class have no capability for arable culture or permanent pasture. This class includes marsh, 
rockland and soil on very steep slopes. 

Definitions of the Prime and Non-prime Agricultural Lands 

In Ontario, CLI Classes 1, 2 and 3 and specialty crop lands are considered prime agricultural lands. Non-
prime agricultural lands are comprised of CLI Class 4-7 lands.  

Organic soils (Muck) are not classified under the CLI system but are mapped and identified as O in the 
provincial mapping.  

Definitions of the Capability Subclasses  

Capability Subclasses indicate the kinds of limitations present for agricultural use.  Thirteen Subclasses were 
described in CLI Report No. 2.  Eleven of these Subclasses have been adapted to Ontario soils.  

Subclass Definitions: 

Subclass C - Adverse climate: This subclass denotes a significant adverse climate for crop production as 
compared to the "median" climate which is defined as one with sufficiently high growing-season 
temperatures to bring common field crops to maturity, and with sufficient precipitation to permit crops to be 
grown each year on the same land without a serious risk of partial or total crop failures. In Ontario this 
subclass is applied to land averaging less than 2300 Crop Heat Units. 

Subclass D - Undesirable soil structure and/or low permeability: This subclass is used for soils which are 
difficult to till, or which absorb or release water very slowly, or in which the depth of rooting zone is 
restricted by conditions other than a high water table or consolidated bedrock. In Ontario this subclass is 
based on the existence of critical clay contents in the upper soil profile. 

Table 1:  Determination of Subclass D (undesirable structure and/or low permeability) 
 

Class Soil Characteristics 

2D The top of a clayey horizon >15 cm thick occurs within 40 cm of the soil 
surface. Clayey materials in this case must have >35% clay content. 

3D The top of a very fine clayey (clay content  >60%) horizon >15 cm thick  occurs 
within 40 cm of the soil surface. 

 

Subclass E - Erosion: Loss of topsoil and subsoil by erosion has reduced productivity and may in some cases 
cause difficulties in farming the land e.g. land with gullies. 

Subclass F - Low natural fertility: This subclass is made up of soils having low fertility that is either 
correctable with careful management in the use of fertilizers and soil amendments or is difficult to correct in 
a feasible way.  The limitation may be due to a lack of available plant nutrients, high acidity, low exchange 
capacity, or presence of toxic compounds. 



Subclass I - Inundation by streams or lakes: Flooding by streams and lakes causes crop damage or restricts 
agricultural use. 

Table 2:  Determination of Subclass I (inundation) 
 

 Class  Description 

 3I Frequent inundation with some crop damage; estimated frequency of 
flooding is less than once every 5 years (Floodplain); includes higher 
floodplain-terraces on which cultivated field crops can be grown.  

 5I Very frequent inundation with some crop damage; estimated frequency of 
flooding is at least once every 5 years (Floodplain); includes active 
floodplain areas on which forage crops can be grown primarily for pasture.   

 7I Land is inundated for most of the growing season; often permanently 
flooded (Marsh) 

 

Subclass M – Moisture deficiency: Soils in this subclass have lower moisture holding capacities and are more 
prone to droughtiness. 

Subclass P - Stoniness: This subclass indicates soils sufficiently stony to hinder tillage, planting, and 
harvesting operations. 

Subclass R - Shallowness to Consolidated Bedrock 

This subclass is applied to soils where the depth of the rooting zone is restricted by consolidated 
bedrock.  Consolidated bedrock, if it occurs within 100 cm of the surface, reduces available water holding 
capacity and rooting depth.  Where physical soil data were available, the water retention model of McBride 
and Mackintosh was used to assist in developing the subclass criteria.  

Subclass S - Adverse soil characteristics: This subclass denotes a combination of limitations of equal severity. 
In Ontario it has often been used to denote a combination of F and M when these are present with a third 
limitation such as T, E or P.  

Subclass T - Topography 

The steepness of the surface slope and the pattern or frequency of slopes in different directions are 
considered topographic limitations if they: 1) increase the cost of farming the land over that of level or less 
sloping land; 2) decrease the uniformity of growth and maturity of crops; and 3) increase the potential of 
water and tillage erosion.  
 
Table 3:  Determination of Subclass T for Very Gravelly and Sandy Soils 
 
Slope % <2 2-5 5-9 9-15 15-30 30-60 >60 
Slope 
type 

S C S C S C S C S C S C S C 

Class    2T 2T 3T 3T 4T 5T 5T 6T 6T 7T 7T 
 
 
 
 



Table 4:  Determination of Subclass T for Loamy, Clayey and Very Fine Clayey Soils 
 
Slope % <2 2-5 5-9 9-15 15-30 30-60 >60 
Slope type S C S C S C S C S C S C S C 
Class    2T 3T 3T 4T 4T 5T 5T 6T 6T 7T 7T 
 

S = Simple Slopes >50 m in length 

C =Complex Slopes <50 m in length 

 
Subclass W - Excess water: This subclass indicates the presence of excess soil moisture due to poor or very 
poor soil drainage. It is distinguished from Subclass I - water inundation which indicates risk of flooding 
from adjacent lakes or streams. 
 
Table 5:  Class descriptions for soils with excess moisture limitations (Subclass W) 
 

Soil Textures and Depths Depth to 
Bedrock 

(cm) 

Soil Class 
(Drainage in 

place or  
feasible) 

Soil Class 
(Drainage not 

feasible) 

Very gravelly, sandy, or loamy extending >40 cm 
from the surface, or, <40 cm of any other textures 
overlying very gravelly, sandy or loamy textures 
 

>100 2W 4W,5W 

>40 cm depth of clayey or very fine clayey 
textures, or, < 40 cm of any other texture 
overlying clayey or very fine clayey textures 
 

>100 3W 5W 

<40 cm of peaty material overlying any texture 
 

>100 3W 5W 

All textures 
 

50-100 4W 5W 

All textures 
 

0-50 NA 5W 
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LAND USE DESCRIPTIONS



Land Use Survey Notes –  Caledon MW2 Update. May 18, 2017.   

Weather Temperature Cloud Conditions Wind 

 25 degrees Partly cloudy 30km/h SW 

Site No. Type of 
Operation Description of Operation 

1 
Former 

Agricultural 
Facility 

Barn appears to be used for non-ag use. Large garage doors now 
on building. One residence on the property, no other agricultural 
infrastructure present on site. Lands are cultivated for CFC 

2 
Active Livestock 

Operation 

“Cook Farm”. Large scale dairy operation. Manure was observed 
on site but no cattle observed within the barn. Minimum 4 barns 
(2 with attached structures) 1 pole barn for hay storage, 1 capped 
concrete silo, and one old wooden structure also present on site. 

3 
Retired Farm 

Operation 
Currently not used for agriculture. Barn is in very poor repair. 
Not suitable for housing livestock 

4 Commercial 
Greenhouse. Small plastic covers. In poor condition and requires 
repairs. 

5 Commercial 

Appears to be former greenhouse operation. 3 small plastic 
covered greenhouses on site. 1 larger framed greenhouse with 
missing roof. Signage out front is blank with a residence on site. 
Does not appear to be active.  

6 
Retired Farm 

Operation 
“Fradol Farms” Agricultural Infrastructure present on site. Fields 
currently being cultivated. No signs of livestock on the property 

7 Religious 
Institution 

“Home United Church” 

8 
Retired Farm 

Operation 
No suitable infrastructure for agricultural on site. Residence on 
sites appear uninhabitable  

9 Former Farm 
Operation 

Infrastructure has been removed from site. Only the residence 
remains on the property 

10 
Retired Farm 

Operation 

Infrastructure on site is in poor repair. No livestock visible. Farm 
machinery and implements for cultivation are still present. One 
large capped concrete silo in good condition also on site. 

11 
Retired Farm 

Operation 
Infrastructure has been removed from site. Residence on site, but 
appears abandoned 

  



12 
Active Farm 
Operation 

Active farm operation located within the future development 
area 

 

13 
Educational 
Institution 

“Brampton Christian School” 

14 
Retired Farm 

Operation 

Agricultural Infrastructure and Residence have been removed. 
Prior to removal site contained a large bank barn and a pole 
barn, and the lands were idle. 

15 
Commercial 
Operation 

Landscaping company. Original farm complex has been severed 
from the rest of the property. Land is currently idle.  

16 
Retired Farm 

Operation 
No residence on site. Buildings are in poor condition on not 
suitable for housing livestock 

17 
Abandoned 
Residence 

“Ben-Ted Construction Limited” Formers commercial operation 
now retired. 

18 
Commercial 
Operation 

Commercial landscaping company 

19 
Cash Corp 
Operation 

Large cash crop operation. Large implement shed on site with 
equipment. Grain dryer on site.  

20 
Retired Farm 

Operation 

Former livestock operation. Was previously a dairy operation 
which included bank barn, implement sheds, 2 pole barns, 2 
steel-sided grain bins, and 1 large uncapped. 

21 
Active Livestock 

Operation 

Large beef and Holstein operation. 2 Steel sided pole barns on 
site used for implement and hay storage. Bank banr with 2 small 
uncapped concrete silos and 1 medium capped silo. Several out 
buildings also present on site.   

22 
Active Livestock 

Operation 

Active beef operation. Dry solid manure observed on site. Pole 
barn on site used to store implements. Older bank barn/pole barn 
on site. Several round bales lined in a row beside barns. 

23 
Retired Farm 

Operation 

Appears to be a retired farm operation but may still have some 
agricultural activity.  No animals in pasture and no landowners 
on site. Large bank barn on site with a new steel roof.  

24 
Active 

Equestrian 
Operation 

“Tarwin Farms” At least twenty stables visible on site. Several 
fenced paddocks on the property. Large pole barn used for 
riding area.  

25 
Cash Crop 
Operation 

Newly installed grain elevators on site. One very large 
implement shed with several farm implements on site. 

  



26 
Cash Crop 
Operation 

“D.S. McClure Farm”. Large grain drier elevator on site. 3 
implement sheds with multiple implements on site. 1 pole barn 
on site and grain drier bins.   

27 
Active 

Equestrian 
Operation 

“Ms. Dhaliwal Farm” Address 12192. 1 horse was observed on 
site but the structure on site has the capacity to house more.  
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