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Attached is the final evaluation of agricultural criteria to support the Region’s review of six settlement 
expansion options for the Bolton Residential Expansion Settlement Area, as well as three rounding out 
areas and an area referred to as the “triangle lands” located immediately south of the lands recently 
included in the Bolton Rural Service Centre boundary through Regional Official Plan Amendment 28 
(ROPA 28).   
 
This information replaces the previous draft assessment of agricultural criteria dated February 19, 2016 
that provided a preliminary review of the Town of Caledon’s submission of an application to expand the 
Bolton Rural Service Centre boundary.  
 
The revised final evaluation follows the evaluation structure presented at the staff meeting on March 24, 
2016 and assigns evaluation scores based on a three point rating scale indicating which options achieve 
most, achieve some or achieve the least in relation to identified criteria.   
 
The March 24 draft Theme Four title and evaluation criteria for agriculture have been reviewed and 
developed further by The Planning Partnership (TPP).  The following criteria, as developed by TPP, was 
utilized in completing the assessment of agricultural policy requirements and evaluation of options. 
 
- Theme Five title – revise to read “Protect agricultural lands”. (Theme numbering and title revised) 
 
- Criterion 14 - Does development of the expansion area minimize land use conflicts with existing farm 
operations in the adjacent agricultural area? (renumbered, revised and deleted reference to “over the long 
term”) 
 
- Criterion 15 - Does the expansion area represent an alternative that uses lower priority agricultural 
lands? (renumbered and revised for clarity) 
 
Based on comments received, we have reconsidered the relevance of the criterion that considers 
aggregates resources and are recommending that it be deleted from the evaluation as none of the options 
are affected by or potentially impact mineral aggregate resources. 
 
The evaluation is based on data provided by the Town of Caledon’s Agricultural Impact Assessments 
prepared by Colville Consulting Inc. and concludes that none of the options fully avoid impacts to 
designated Prime Agricultural Areas or to prime agricultural lands.  With respect to agricultural criteria, 
taking into consideration all of the agricultural factors and relative differences among options, no one 
option is strongly preferred over the other options.  
 
Mark Head, MCIP, RPP 
Manager, Research and Analysis 
Integrated Planning 
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Bolton Residential Expansion Area Study (BRES) 

 

Review of Town of Caledon Application for a Regional Official Plan Amendment to Expand 

the Bolton Rural Service Centre 

 

Assessment of Agricultural Policy Requirements and Evaluation of Options 

June 6, 2016 

 

The following provides a staff review and analysis of the BRES application received from the 

Town of Caledon, including technical studies, planning justification and staff reports filed in 

support of the application to the Region to expand the Bolton Rural Service Centre for primarily 

residential growth allocated to Bolton through Official Plan Amendment 226 (OPA 226).  The 

assessment and comments on the Town’s application addresses whether the municipal 

comprehensive review (MCR) requirements for agriculture have been adequately considered. The 

review is a staff assessment of material submitted as of June 6, 2016 including public and agency 

comments received in response to Regional consultation on BRES.    The assessment may be 

reviewed and potentially updated as new information becomes available through the BRES 

application review process. 

 

Background 

 

The Town of Caledon adopted Official Plan Amendment 226 (OPA 226) on June 8, 2010 to 

update population and employment forecasts and allocations for the 2031 planning horizon. On 

the basis of OPA 226, it was determined that 190 hectares of additional designated greenfield area 

in Bolton is required to accommodate 10,348 people and 2,635 jobs (population related) by 2031.  

 

The Town of Caledon undertook the Bolton Residential Expansion Study (BRES) to identify a 

recommended expansion area to accommodate the allocated growth.  In September 2014, 

Caledon submitted an application to the Region of Peel to amend the Region of Peel Official Plan 

(ROPA 29) to expand the Bolton Rural Service Centre including the planning justification and 

supporting technical studies to address municipal comprehensive review (MCR) requirements in 

the Provincial Growth Plan and Region of Peel Official Plan. 

 

The Region of Peel is considering the ROPA application in accordance with the Planning Act, 

Regional Official Plan, applicable Provincial plans and policies, and the Provincially Facilitated 

Settlement of Regional Official Plan Amendment (ROPA) 28 (South Albion-Bolton Employment 

Lands and North Hill Supermarket) in accordance with Council Resolutions 2015-819, 2015-821, 

and 2015-822.  

 

The Region’s review is to include an assessment of the criteria and evaluation process undertaken 

by Caledon to first consider a number of settlement expansion options and then select a 

recommended option.  

 

The Region’s consideration of the ROPA application will therefore evaluate potential options for 

the expansion of Bolton’s Rural Service Centre including the six candidate land areas and the 

“rounding out areas” identified during Caledon’s planning process and the “triangle” of land 

between the ROPA 28 area and Mayfield Road, which was originally part of the ROPA 28 

application by the Town of Caledon. 
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The following provides a review of how Caledon’s ROPA application and MCR addresses the 

consideration of agricultural resources in the identification of the recommended settlement 

expansion. 

 

Applicable Provincial and Regional Policy Requirements 

 

Sections 1.1.3.8 and 2.3 of the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS), Section 2.2.8 of the Growth 

Plan and Policy 7.9.2.12 of the Region of Peel Official Plan identify specific policy requirements 

when considering settlement expansions in relation to agriculture. The policies applicable to the 

consideration of agriculture are provided in Attachment A. 

 

Assessment of the Caledon Municipal Comprehensive Review (MCR) Process  

 

In 2013, Regional Council endorsed a report prepared by Malone Given Parsons that outlined the 

approach being taken by the Town of Caledon to complete the MCR requirements for settlement 

expansions to delineate and designate land required to accommodate growth. 

 

Based on provincial requirements, the report provided the following list of questions to be 

addressed in the event that expansion options are proposed in prime agricultural areas: 

 

- Are there reasonable alternative locations which avoid the prime agricultural 

areas? 

- Within prime agricultural areas are there reasonable alternative locations on 

lower priority lands? 

- Have impacts from expanding settlement areas on agricultural operations been 

mitigated to the greatest extent feasible? 

- Have the policies within Section 2 and 3 of the PPS been applied in determining 

the most appropriate location for expansions to the boundaries of settlement 

areas, particular the need to consider alternative locations for expansion? 

 

The following assessment and summary addresses the information recommended by MGP to be 

provided when demonstrating how agricultural impacts are to be considered in settlement 

expansions in accordance with provincial and regional policies. 

 

Summary of the MCR Policy Requirements for Agriculture 

 

Provincial and regional policies recognize the importance of protecting agricultural resources for 

their economic, environmental and social benefits.  In accordance with this recognition, planning 

decisions that may impact agricultural resources require justification including specific 

requirements that must be demonstrated when considering if a settlement expansion is 

appropriate.  

 

The report documentation submitted by the Town summarizes the justification to include the 

requirement to demonstrate that: 

 

a) 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 
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  in prime agricultural areas. 

b) the new or expanding settlement area is in compliance with the minimum distance 

separation formulae; and 

c) 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. 

 

The Town’s summary of the justification required to consider settlement expansions accurately 

reflects provincial and regional policy requirements with regards to addressing agricultural 

impacts.  

 

The Region and Town’s evaluation of expansion options and ultimate selection of a preferred 

option must therefore demonstrate the expansion has considered reasonable alternatives which 

avoid, and if avoidance is not possible, minimize impacts within the prime agricultural area, as 

designated in the Region of Peel and Town of Caledon official plans.  The justification must also 

demonstrate compliance with separation distances from livestock operations and address how 

mitigation of impacts on adjacent agricultural operations can be achieved. 

 

Planning Justification Report and Background Studies 

 

The following studies were submitted by the Town and reviewed by the Region to determine if 

the agricultural policy requirements for a settlement expansion have been satisfied. 

 

• Proposed Regional Official Plan Amendment to Establish the Bolton (2031) Residential 

Expansion Area, Planning Justification Report, Meridian Planning, October 2014 

• Bolton Residential Expansion Study, Recommendation Report, Selection of Residential 

Expansion Area, Meridian Planning, June 19, 2014 

• Bolton Residential Expansion Study, Recommendations: Potential Expansion Areas and 

Evaluation Criteria, Meridian Planning, May 6, 2013 (revised May 15, 2013) 

• Bolton Residential Expansion Study, Recommendations: Selection of Expansion Area, 

Meridian Planning, June 21, 2013 

• Technical Memorandum: Bolton Residential Expansion Study, Agricultural Impact 

Assessment Part A, Colville Consulting Inc., July 14, 2015 

• Bolton Residential Expansion Study: Agricultural Impact Assessment Part B, Colville 

Consulting Inc., June 11, 2014 

 

Does the Town of Caledon’s evaluation of expansion options appropriately address the 

consideration of agricultural impacts in the selection of a recommended expansion option? 

 

The Town of Caledon’s evaluation process was undertaken in a staged process that first 

considered six expansion options in an initial evaluation followed by a more detailed assessment 

of two of the six options.  In the initial consideration of options, the evaluation: 

 

• identified 6 expansion area options; 

• included 10 evaluation criteria, factors, weighting and scoring; 

• initially identified 3 criteria applicable to agriculture; 

• refined the initial 3 criteria into 1 criterion and 2 factors; and 

• provided supporting rationale for the refinement and selection of the recommended 

criterion/factors. 

 

The evaluation undertaken by the Town is supported by an agricultural impact assessment study 

(AIA) prepared by Colville Consulting Inc.  The evaluation and two-part AIA study is 
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comprehensive and provides a reasonable method for the purposes of considering relative 

differences among expansion options with respect to their impact on agriculture.  The Part A and 

B studies completed by Colville provide an acceptable AIA of the six options and a more detailed 

AIA of the short listed Options 1 and 3. 

 

Did the Town’s evaluation process give appropriate weight to agriculture in relation to 

other criteria considered in the evaluation? 

 

The Town’s evaluation established three levels of importance - high, moderate and low - to rank 

and weight the relative importance of each criterion in the evaluation of alternative settlement 

lands.  This weighting was used to enable planning objectives of high importance to be balanced 

with other moderate and lower priority criteria.   

 

The criterion for agriculture (Criterion #4) was given a weight of low importance given that much 

of the land within and adjacent to each of the expansion areas is prime agricultural land.  

Information in the AIA reports supported the assessment that agriculture should have a lower 

priority than other criteria.   

 

Notwithstanding that the agriculture criterion is given less weight than other criteria, the 

evaluation undertaken and supporting AIA must still demonstrate how each of the provincial and 

regional policy requirements for agriculture have been addressed.  The following analysis is 

provided to address the required demonstration. 

 

Are there reasonable alternative locations that avoid prime agricultural areas? 

 

The Region of Peel and Town of Caledon Official Plans currently designate the majority of lands 

adjacent to the Bolton Rural Service Centre within the BRES study area as Prime Agriculture 

Area with the exception of small portions of Option 1 west of Highway 50 and Option 2 to the 

east of Mount Hope Road.  None of the six options provide locations that would avoid 

redesignating Prime Agricultural Area.  The decision not to include the amount of designated 

Prime Agricultural Area affected as a criterion is supportable on this basis.  The planning 

justification and AIA confirm there are no reasonable alternative locations that avoid designated 

Prime Agricultural Areas. 

 

Within prime agricultural areas are there reasonable alternative locations on lower priority 

lands? 

 

Although Regional staff generally concurs with the opinions provided by Meridian Planning and 

Colville Consulting Inc. with respect to the refinement of the evaluation criteria for agriculture, 

staff would have preferred the evaluation process include a criterion and/or factor that considered 

differences in the amount of prime agricultural land affected for the purposes of evaluating the six 

options. 

 

The inclusion of an additional criterion or factor that considers the amount and quality of prime 

agricultural land affected would provide a more comprehensive documentation and consequently, 

demonstration of how provincial and regional policy requirements for agricultural resources have 

been addressed in the BRES settlement expansion study process. 

 

The information needed to evaluate this additional criterion/factor is supplied in the AIA reports. 

 

Regional staff has reviewed the reports and information and conclude the following: 
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• If the criterion “Does the expansion area represent an alternative that uses lower priority 

agricultural lands?” is included in the initial screening of six options and measured on the 

basis of soil capability, Option 1, based on this single criterion alone, would be slightly 

more preferred than Options 2 to 6 as this option contains comparatively less prime 

agricultural land (PAL) than other options.   

 

• The average agricultural productivity for Option 1 is equivalent to CLI Class 3 soils 

whereas the average agricultural productivity for each of the other Options 2 to 6 is 

equivalent to CLI Class1 soils.  CLI Class 3 soils are considered to be “prime agricultural 

land” by definition in the Provincial Policy Statement, 2014. 

 

• Although the AIA study concludes that the average agricultural productivity for Option 1 

is still considered prime agricultural land, its relative capability is lower priority than 

Options 2 to 6.   

 

• Option 1 improves overall on this criterion, albeit only slightly, in relation to the other 

options. 

 

Is the new or expanding settlement area in compliance with the minimum distance 

separation formulae? 

 

Calculations of MDS I setbacks were undertaken in the AIA assessment in accordance with 
Minimum Distance Separation (MDS) Formulae - Publication 707 based on observed land uses 

within 1,000 m of the boundary of each option and through farm interviews.  Mapping illustrating 

the MDS I setback requirements for each option has been provided.   

 

The AIA results indicate:  

 

• All of the options, with the exception of Option 5, are constrained to some degree by 

MDS I setbacks; 

• The level of constraint varies but in general most are relatively minor; 

• The majority of the required expansion lands within each option will comply with the 

MDS I requirements; 

• Options 1 and 2 are most impacted by the MDS 1 setbacks; and  

• If considering these options, policy direction to restrict land uses within the affected areas 

would be required through implementing policies. 

 

Based on the AIA results, Regional staff concludes the following: 

 

• The AIA reports submitted by Colville Consulting Inc. demonstrate how compliance with 

MDS setbacks has been addressed and achieved in the study process.   

 

• The implementation of the MDS setback restrictions will require site specific policy 

direction to be included in the Regional Official Plan Amendment should any of the 

options containing MDS encroachments be adopted. 

 

• Similar to the consideration of prime agricultural land, the inclusion of an additional 

criterion or factor in the evaluation scoring of the six options that considers the degree of 

encroachment by MDS setbacks would provide a more comprehensive documentation 

and consequently, demonstration of how provincial and regional policy requirements for 
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agricultural resources have been addressed in the BRES settlement expansion study 

process.   

 

• The information needed to evaluate this additional criterion/factor is supplied in the AIA 

reports. 

 

• The formal addition of an MDS criterion/factor to the evaluation would improve Options 

4, 5 and 6 relative to Options 1, 2 and 3.   

 

• Regional staff agrees that most MDS encroachments are relatively minor and do not 

materially impact overall results of the evaluation. 

 

Have impacts from expanding settlement areas on agricultural operations been mitigated to 

the greatest extent feasible? 

 

The AIA study (Part B) makes six recommendations to mitigate the impacts of the proposed 

urban expansion on adjacent agricultural operations.  These mitigation recommendations should 

be implemented through more detailed policy guidance in the implementing secondary plan; 

through staging and phasing policies in the secondary plan; through conditions attached to 

development approvals at the subdivision and site plan stage; and through other initiatives that 

seek to manage urban/agricultural land use conflicts should these arise during the development 

process. 

 

The Town of Caledon’s evaluation placed emphasis on the importance of evaluating the 

urban/agricultural interface and in particular where options abutted permanent agricultural 

boundaries.  The Region and Town have been working on a joint study to identify best practices 

for edge planning to mitigate urban and rural land use conflicts.  It is recommended that the Town 

consider the background research findings on best practices as outlined in the Edge Planning 

Report: A Review of Implemented Practices to Address Planning on the Rural – Urban Fringe 

(October 2015) when developing the implementing secondary plan, subdivision plan and site plan 

policies for the selected expansion area.  The research report is intended to facilitate edge 

planning policy options and best practices for the Region’s current five year review of the 

Regional Official Plan.  Research recommendations on policy options in the report have not been 

implemented by the Region of Peel.  The research report is available as a reference guide and is 

available online at http://www.peelregion.ca/planning/paawg/pdf/Edge_Planning_Report.pdf.  

 

The presence of minor MDS setback encroachments is noted in some of the expansion options.  

The implementation of MDS setback restrictions will require site specific policy direction to be 

included in the Regional Official Plan Amendment should any of the options containing MDS 

encroachments be adopted. 

 

A further review and potential revisions to the Part B AIA for Option 3 and the further 

completion of a detailed AIA for any other option is recommended prior to the Town of Caledon 

adopting an official plan amendment and secondary plan for the Bolton Residential Expansion 

Settlement Area. 

 

Has the AIA addressed the consideration of including the “Rounding Out Areas”? 

 

The AIA considered the potential impacts to agriculture and concluded: 

 

• The rounding out areas contain relatively small parcels of land; 

http://www.peelregion.ca/planning/paawg/pdf/Edge_Planning_Report.pdf
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• In terms of farm operations, one hobby farm is located on the largest of the three areas, 

and all of the rounding out areas are located on lands adjacent to lands already urbanized; 

• Overall, the lands are considered to have low agricultural priority due to their high level 

of fragmentation, small parcel size, lack of agricultural activity, and proximity to existing 

settlement areas. 

 

The AIA conducted for BRES supports the inclusion of the rounding out areas in the settlement 

expansion. 

 

Has an AIA been undertaken to support consideration of the “Triangle” that was initially 

part of ROPA 28? 

 

The South Albion‐Bolton Community Plan Agricultural Assessment (AIA) – Part A and Part B 

Study was prepared by Colville Consulting and submitted as part of the municipal comprehensive 

review (MCR) that was undertaken by the Town of Caledon to address agricultural impact 

assessment requirements for the Town’s settlement expansion to add employment lands to the 

Bolton Rural Service Centre.   

 

The Agricultural Impact Assessment was prepared in two parts.  Part A characterized agricultural 

resources and operations in the study area and Part B provided an assessment of impact resulting 

from urban expansion. 

 

The results and recommendations provided through the analysis were used to evaluate and 

compare land use options for employment lands and candidate sites for the proposed North Hill 

supermarket.  The analyses identified a preferred land use scenario for employment lands and a 

preferred site for the commercial use, which minimized the consumption of agricultural resources 

and potential impacts on surrounding farm operations. 

 

The “triangle” lands were included in Option 1 of two options considered for the location of the 

employment lands component of the MCR. The AIA study concluded: 

 

 There were no reasonable alternative locations which avoided prime agricultural land 

within the Primary Study Area; 

 The overall agricultural capability of the soil mapped in Land Use Option 1 was 

determined to be slightly lower than Land Use Option 2; 

 The study determined that Land Use Option 1 is expected to have a lower impact on 

agricultural resources and farm operations in the surrounding area than Land Use Option 

2; and 

 Land Use Option 1 is unconstrained by MDS I requirements. 

 

The AIA submitted by the Town of Caledon titled 'South Albion-Bolton Community Plan 

Agricultural Impact Assessment - Part A and Part B' satisfies agricultural impact assessment 

requirements for inclusion of the “triangle lands” located between the south limit of ROPA 28 

and Mayfield Road. 

 

Comparing LEAR Study Findings to the AIA Analysis of Options 

 

The Region of Peel and Town of Caledon are in the process of jointly undertaking a Land 

Evaluation and Area Review (LEAR) Study to review the current boundaries of designated Prime 

Agricultural Areas in both the Region of Peel and Town of Caledon Official Plans.  The LEAR 
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Study is being conducted in accordance with the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture and Food’s 

(OMAFRA) Land Evaluation and Area Review (LEAR) System, which is the provincial standard 

for identification of prime agricultural areas. 

 

The Study undertaken by the Region and Town has considered five primary Land Evaluation 

(LE) and Area Review (AR) factors to score individual parcels within a study area comprising 

lands designated Rural, General Agriculture and Prime Agriculture Area as a means to 

differentiate the relative value of agricultural land.  The information is useful as it has generated 

data on farmland related to soil capability, lot fragmentation, agricultural use and conflicting land 

uses into a combined score applicable to individual parcels following a systematic method and at 

a Town-wide scale.  It should be noted that the LEAR Study is still in process and has not been 

finalized, endorsed or implemented by Regional or Town Councils.  The information drawn from 

the LEAR Study and which is referenced in this assessment is limited to data from the evaluation 

which has been made available to the public.  Draft LEAR Study results are available for review 

on the Region’s website at http://www.peelregion.ca/planning/paawg/lear-mds.htm.  

 

Each parcel of land in the Study received a combined LE and AR score out of a total of 800 

possible points.  For the purposes of comparing LEAR Study results to study findings presented 

in the Town’s AIA, weighted LEAR score averages were produced for each of the expansion 

options as follows and compared to AIA findings related to soil capability. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

Results indicate there is relatively little difference between Options 3, 4, 5 and 6, and that these 

options have relatively higher LEAR Scores compared to Options 1 and 2. Results are similar 

when analyzing using soils alone with the exception of Option 2 which has a similar HPI and CLI 

Soil Class as Options 3, 4, 5 and 6.   

 

Preferences for settlement expansion among the options are reasonably consistent when 

reviewing the results of the AIA and draft LEAR Study although the LEAR scores suggest 

Options 1 and 2 have slightly lower priority than Options 3 to 6.   

 

Further investigation of LEAR score results for sub-factors may offer additional information to 

further assess differences.  For example, the Draft LEAR soils/CLI Classification contributed 

50% of the total score (up to 400 points) and included a number of area review measures, 

  BRES AIA Part A Results 

Option 
Average 

LEAR Score 

Hoffman Productivity 

Indices (HPI) 
CLI Class Equivalent 

1 534 0.71 Class 3 

2 522 0.90 Class 1 

3 625 0.94 Class 1 

4 616 0.93 Class 1 

5 670 0.96 Class 1 

6 621 0.90 Class 1 

Rounding 

Out 

A – 541 

B – 410 

C - 339 

N/A N/A 

Triangle 

Lands 

 

601 N/A N/A 

http://www.peelregion.ca/planning/paawg/lear-mds.htm
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including a measure of the amount of adjacent lands in agricultural use.  Land parcels which are 

adjacent to areas that have natural heritage cover would therefore receive lower scores than 

parcels that are adjacent to active agricultural lands.  Options 1 and 2 have closer proximity to 

natural heritage features in the Greenbelt and Oak Ridges Moraine which may influence LEAR 

scores relative to lands in other options.  Additionally, the LEAR Study data includes measures 

for conflicting land use with urban lands but does not include measures for rural-urban interface 

as that factor has been applied in the Town’s evaluation for the BRES options.   

 

The AIA conducted by the Town provides more detailed information within the Study Area that 

was not included in the LEAR Study due to the LEAR Study’s selection of factors and 

requirement to use data that was available on a Town-wide basis.  Ultimately, the Draft LEAR 

Study has been conducted for a different purpose than a detailed AIA evaluation for an expansion 

study exercise. 

 

Overall Summary 

 

• The Town’s justification for the Bolton Residential Rural Service Centre boundary 

expansion addresses the applicable provincial and regional policy requirements with 

respect to agricultural impacts.  

 

• The evaluation undertaken by the Town is supported by an agricultural impact 

assessment study (AIA) prepared by Colville Consulting Inc.   

 

• Additional factors and information related to measuring land use conflicts (MDS 

encroachment) and lower priority agricultural lands (CLI Land Classification and LEAR) 

have been considered to further assess the Town’s evaluation. 

 

• The evaluation and two-part AIA study is comprehensive and provides a reasonable 

method for the purposes of considering relative differences among expansion options 

with respect to their impact on agriculture.    

 

• The Part A and B studies completed by Colville provide an acceptable AIA of the six 

options and a more detailed AIA of the short listed Options 1 and 3. 

 

• Based on the information provided in the Part A and Part B reports, there would be no 

overall change in the ranking of the six options if the additional 2 agricultural criteria for 

prime agricultural land and MDS setbacks were formally included in the evaluation of the 

six options as criteria and/or factors.  

 

• The detailed Part B AIA and comparison of Options 1 and 3 considered a broader range 

of agricultural factors and concluded that Option 3 has lower agricultural priority than 

Option 1. It further indicated that assigning different weights to different factors could 

result in a different preference being given to Option 3 and that both options have 

positive and negative attributes which influence differences in their agricultural priority. 

 

• The combined evaluation and Part A and Part B studies indicate there is greater potential 

for longer term impacts associated with those options that abut the permanent interface 

with the Greenbelt. 
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• The justification submitted by the Town adequately addresses the consideration of 

agriculture in the evaluation of settlement boundary expansion options for the Bolton 

Rural Service Centre in accordance with provincial and regional policy. 

 

• The Town’s selection of Option 3 and Rounding Out Areas is supported by the 

justification provided. 

 

• Attachment B provides an evaluation of the recommended agricultural criteria that were 

not included in the Town’s final evaluation of the six options.  The evaluation addresses 

criteria related to potential land use conflicts with agricultural operations and potential 

impacts to prime agricultural lands.  Overall, when considering the relative differences 

among the options taking into consideration relevant agricultural factors and the relative 

difference in preferences among the options when each factor is reviewed, no one option 

is a strong preference to the others.   

 

• The implementation of MDS setback restrictions will require site specific policy direction 

to be included in the Regional Official Plan Amendment should any of the options 

containing MDS encroachments be adopted. 

 

• Additional mitigation is recommended through the implementing secondary plan. 

 

Mark Head, MCIP, RPP 

Manager, Research and Analysis 

Integrated Planning 

June 6, 2016 
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Attachment A 

Applicable Provincial and Regional Policy Requirements for Settlement Area Boundary 

Expansions and the Consideration of Agriculture 
 

 

Provincial Policy Statement 

 

2.3.5.1 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. 

 

1.1.3.8 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: 

 

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 apply 

the policies of Section 2: Wise Use and Management of Resources and Section 3: Protecting 

Public Health and Safety. 

 

Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe 

 

2.2.8 Settlement Area Boundary Expansions  

 

The policies in this section apply only to the expansion of a settlement area within a municipality. 

 

2. A settlement area boundary expansion may only occur as part of a municipal comprehensive 

review where it has been demonstrated that – 

 

f) in prime agricultural areas:  

i. the lands do not comprise specialty crop areas 

ii. there are no reasonable alternatives that avoid prime agricultural areas 

iii. there are no reasonable alternatives on lower priority agricultural lands in prime 

agricultural areas 
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g) impacts from expanding settlement areas on agricultural operations which are adjacent or close 

to the settlement areas are mitigated to the extent feasible 

 

h) in determining the most appropriate location for expansions to the boundaries of settlement 

areas, the policies of Sections 2 (Wise Use and Management of Resources) and 3 (Protecting 

Public Health and Safety) of the PPS, 2005 are applied. 

 

Region of Peel Official Plan 

 

7.9.2 Policies 

 

It is the policy of Regional Council to: 

 

7.9.2.12 Consider an expansion to the 2031 Urban Boundary, 2021 or 2031 Rural Service 

Centre boundary only through a Regional Official Plan Amendment which is based on 

municipal comprehensive review which demonstrates the following:  

 

g) that there are no reasonable alternative locations which avoid the Prime Agricultural 

Areas; 

 

h) impacts of a proposed settlement area boundary expansion on agricultural operations 

which are adjacent or close to the settlement area, and if impacts are identified, the 

analysis is to identify mitigation of the impacts to the greatest extent feasible; 

 

i) within the Prime Agricultural Area there are no reasonable alternative locations on 

lower priority agricultural lands; 

 

j) impacts from expanding settlement areas on agricultural operations are mitigated to the 

greatest extent feasible; 

 

k) compliance with the minimum distance separation formulae; 

 



Attachment B - Bolton Residential Expansion Area Study – Agricultural Evaluation 

  Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 

Criterion 14 Degree to which 
MDS setbacks 
encroach into 
option 

- one MDS 
setback 
encroaches 

- 10 ha 
restricted by 
MDS  

- one MDS 
setback 
encroaches 

- >10 ha 
restricted by 
MDS  

- two MDS 
setbacks 
encroach 

- 10 ha 
restricted by 
MDS  

- one minor 
MDS setback 
encroaches 
(minimal 20 
m) 

- no MDS 
setback 
encroaches 

- one minor 
MDS setback 
encroaches 
(minimal 32 
m) 

 Number of active 
and retired farms 
on adjacent lands 
within 1 km 

- 5 active and 
retired farms 

- 5 active and 
retired farms 

- 12 active and 
retired farms 

- 8 active and 
retired farms 

- 10 active and 
retired farms 
(excluding 
farms within 
ROPA 28 
lands) 

- 5 active and 
retired farms 
(excluding 
farms within 
ROPA 28 
lands) 

 Length of 
interface with 
agricultural areas 

Most Most Less than 
options 1 or 2 

Less than 
options 1 or 2 

Less than 
options 1 or 2 

Less than 
options 1 or 2 

  Criterion 14 
Overall Evaluation 

Achieves least Achieves least Achieves some Achieves most Achieves most Achieves most 

Criterion 15 Amount and 
quality of 
agricultural land 
affected 

- 59 ha prime 
agricultural 
land 
affected** 

- 39% of 
Option 1 

- 0.71 Hoffman 
Productivity 
Index Score - 
Equivalent to 
CLI Soil 
Class 3 

- 206 ha prime 
agricultural 
land affected* 

- 84% of 
Option 2 

- 0.90 Hoffman 
Productivity 
Index Score - 
Equivalent to 
CLI Soil 
Class 1 

- 165 ha prime 
agricultural 
land 
affected** 

- 100% of 
Option 3 

- 0.94 Hoffman 
Productivity 
Index Score - 
Equivalent to 
CLI Soil 
Class 1 

- 200 ha prime 
agricultural 
land affected* 

- 89% of 
Option 4 

- 0.93 Hoffman 
Productivity 
Index Score - 
Equivalent to 
CLI Soil 
Class 1 

- 271 ha prime 
agricultural 
land affected* 

- 99% of 
Option 5 

- 0.96 Hoffman 
Productivity 
Index Score - 
Equivalent to 
CLI Soil 
Class 1 

- 206 ha prime 
agricultural 
land affected* 

- 87% of 
Option 6 

- 0.90 Hoffman 
Productivity 
Index Score - 
Equivalent to 
CLI Soil 
Class 1 



  Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 

 Number of farm 
operations 
directly affected 

- one active 
livestock 
operation will 
be retired 

- two retired 
farms will 
have 
infrastructure 
removed 

- no active 
farm 
operations 
will  be retired 

- one retired 
farm will be 
removed 
(unknown if 
infrastructure 
will be 
removed) 

- one hobby 
farm will be 
retired 

- one retired 
farm will have 
infrastructure 
removed 

- two active 
livestock and 
one hobby 
farm 
operations 
will be retired 

- one retired 
farm will be 
removed 
(unknown if 
infrastructure 
will be 
removed) 

- two former 
livestock 
operations 
will be retired 

- one retired 
farm will be 
removed 
(unknown if 
infrastructure 
will be 
removed) 

- one hobby 
farm will be 
retired 

- one retired 
farm will be 
removed 
(unknown if 
infrastructure 
will be 
removed) 

 Criterion 15 
Overall Evaluation 

Achieves some Achieves least Achieves least Achieves least Achieves least Achieves least 

 Criteria 14 and 15 
Overall Evaluation 

Achieves some Achieves least Achieves some Achieves some Achieves some Achieves some 

  - has least 
amount and 
average 
quality of 
prime lands 

- has most 
interface with 
agricultural 
areas in 
Greenbelt 

- MDS 
encroaches 
in portion of 
option 

- does not 
avoid higher 
priority CLI 
Class 1 soils 

- has most 
interface with 
agricultural 
areas in 
Greenbelt 

- MDS 
encroaches 
in westerly 
portion of 
option 

- does not 
avoid higher 
priority CLI 
Class 1 soils 

- MDS 
encroaches 
in portion of 
option 

- does not 
avoid higher 
priority CLI 
Class 1 soils 

- MDS 
encroaches 
in portion of 
option 

- does not 
avoid higher 
priority CLI 
Class 1 soils 

- does not 
avoid higher 
priority CLI 
Class 1 soils 

- MDS 
encroaches 
in portion of 
option 

 

 



Criterion 14 - Does development of the expansion area minimize land use conflicts with existing farm operations in the adjacent 
agricultural area? 
 
Criterion 15 - Does the expansion area represent an alternative that uses lower priority agricultural lands? 
 

* Source is Bolton Residential Expansion Study:  Agricultural Impact Assessment Part A, Colville Consulting Inc. 
**Source is Bolton Residential Expansion Study:  Agricultural Impact Assessment Part B, Colville Consulting Inc. 
***Information in table is based on data obtained from the BRES Agricultural Impact Assessment Parts A and B.  Information 
included in the evaluation is based on the data being available for all 6 options. 
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The information displayed on this map has been compiled from various
sources.  While every effort has been made to accurately depict the
information, this map should not be relied on as being a precise indicator of
locations.
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