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INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM

Office of the Commissioner of Planning & Development
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September 13, 1983

TO: The Mayor and Members of Council

FROM: J.A. Marshall,
' Director of Planning Policy and Research

RE: Proposed Official Plan for the
City of Brampton Planning Area
Our File: 02.6

BACKGROUND:

In August 1980, Council passed a new Officfal Plan for the City of Brampton

Planning Area and it was forwarded to the Minister of Housing for approval.

The plan was circulated to all Provincial Minlstries and othar public
agencies involved in land use planning, and the City received a post-circ-
ulation letter from the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing in March
1982. At that time the Ministry of Agriculture and Food had not commented

upon the‘plan.

Council considered a staff report responding to the post-circulation letter
in April 1982 and subsequently held a public meeting to allow the public
the opportunity of reviewing and making representation with respect to

proposed modifications to the plan.

Council passed a revised Official Plan in July 1982 and re-submitted this
to the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing for approval.

The Ministry of Agriculture and Food provided their comments on the plan 1in
a letter dated July 4, 1983 and the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and
Housing sent a second post-circulation lettar to the City on July 15, 1983.




This letter contains not only the comments of the Ministry of Agriculture
and Food, but also objectious that have been received by the Ministry since
July 1982. The Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing ask that Council
éive ‘consideration to the suggested modifications and referral requests
contained in the letter and that the Ministry be formally advised of

Council's most racent position.

Subsequant to the Minister's receipt of Council's response, 1t 1is antici-
pited that he will expeditiously approve the plan with whatever modifi-
cation he deems appropriate, and refer certain unresolved matters to the

Ontario Municipal Board.
COMMENTS:

In this report, staff have summarized the various comments and objections
contained in the post-circulation letter and have made recommendations in
respect of a Council response to the Minister of Municipal Affairs and

Housing.
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A. MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE AND FQOD COMMENTS:

l. Section 1.1.2.2 (D) and (E), pages 27-28
The Ministry has Iindicated that these policies permit two severances

per 100 acre original farm half-lot and also allow severances for
other than farm-related purposes. These policles conflict with sec-
tion 4A.20 of the Food Land Guidelines and, therefore, they have asked
that they be deleted and replaced with policies which apply to

farm-related severances.

The Ministry recommends, therefore, that subsections (D) and (E) be
 deleted and replaced with the following:

(D) Severances to create a reslidential lot 1in the Agricuifural desig-
nation shall only be permitted {f the lot 1s {intended as a
retirement lot for a farmer who has been farming a substantial

number of years and Ls retiring from active working life, or




(E) A residential lot 1is required to provide accommodation for full-
time farm help whose working activity is primarily devoted to the
farm operation and where the nature of the farm operation req-
uires this help to be accommodated close to the farm.

\

Staff Comments:

The policies proposed by the Ministry of Agriculture and Food would

permit future severances. to be only farm related. This would

represent a severe rgduction in the property rights under existing
policiee which permit two saverances per original 100 acre half lot
virtually "ae of right", subject to the criteria in . the severance

pelicy.

The Ministy of Agriculture and Food recommendation 1s particularly
unfair and inconsistent in view of tha approved severance policies in
the Caledon and Mississauga Official Plans, and the Reglonal saverance
policy. The proposed Brampton policles have the same affect as both
the Mississauga and Region of Peel policles, and are more stringent
than the Caledon policies that permit three severances per 100 acre
original half lot. Both the Caledon and Mississauga Offictal Plans
ware approved subsaquent to approval of the Food Land Guidelines.

Racommendation!

That Council request the Minfister not to modify Section 1.1.2(2)(b)
(11)(D) and (E).

Section 2.5.3.,2.4, pages 125-126
The Ministry has requested the inclusion of an additional criterion

for Council in reviewing applications for new cemeteries or the en-
largemaent of existing cemeteries, namaly, that the following be added
at the end of Section 2.5.3.2.4:

"(vii) 4impact on Agricultural Land"
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Staff Comments:

t

Staff have no objection to the proposed modification.

Recommendation:
That section 2.5.3.2.4 be modified by adding the following at the end

of that sactién:
"(vii) impact on agricultural land.”

Section 2.8 Rural Land Uee Categoty, pages 129-135

The Ministry haavrequested* thgb since virtually all the lands within
the "Rural” designation are high-capability agricultural lands as def~-
ined by the Food Land Guidelines, that the designation should be
changed to "Agricultural“; This would accurately reflect the pre-

dominant land use and intended future use of the area.

Staff Comments:

Tha term Rural was used in the plan in response to comments of farmers
in Brampton to the effect that the long term viability of the agricul-
tural industry in Brampton under existing economic conditions was
questionable. They therefore considered the use of the term
"Agriculture” as misleading, and expresged a atrong preference for the
use of the term "Rural” to describe the non—-urban areas of the plan in
that it did not imply any long term viability for Agriculture, not-
withstanding the capability of the soil.

It 1is the opinion of staff that the substitution of the term
"Agricultural” for "Rural” does not have any impact on the effect of
the Official Plan, since the policies remain essentially intact. The

question is therefore one of semantics.

The Oxford English Dictionary defines the words as follows:




Agriculture: The sclence and art of cultivating the soil; includ-
ing the allied pursuits of gathering in the crops
and rearing 1ivaatocF, tillage, husbandry, farming
(in the widest sense).

Rural: ssessengaged In country occupations; agricultural or

padgtural.
The 0fficial Plan defines the term Rural as follows:

“Tha Rural designation as shown on Schadule "A" {ncludes all
agricultural activities and other low density, low intenaity uses
asgsoclated with conservation management, outdoor sports, natural
resource education andlnon-commercial recreation. Farm residen—
ces, limited non-farm related residences, Transfer Stations assoé—
lated with waste management operations, and mineral extraction
operations will also be permitted. Sanitary Landfill Sites will
be permitted in the Rural designation only by specific amendment
to the Plan.”

Since the term Rural is more general in meaning that Agricultural, and
since the Rural designation encompasses'more uges than Agricultutal

uges 1t 18 logical to use the broader term.

Recommendation:

That the term Rural not be modified to Agricultural.

Sections 2.8.2 and 2.8.3, pagek129
The Ministry feels that these objectives are not sufficlently protect=

ive of Agriculture to be consistent with the Food Land Guidelines and

has recommended the following replacements:

“2.8.2  OBJECTIVE:
The availability of lands for agriculture and related uses on

a long term basis.




2,8.3 OBJECTIVE:
Within areas having long term resource capabilities for agri-
culture, only agricultural uses, ﬁses compatible with agri-
culture, and uses directly related to agriculture and necess-

ary in proximity to agriculture.”

Staff Comments:

The subjact objactives are presently worded as follows in the Official

Plan:

2.8.2 OBJECTIVE:

The availability of gsome land for agriculture and related

ugesg.

2.8.3 OBJECTIVE:
Limited non-farm related uses in areas having long-term land

resource capabilities for agriculture.”

The revised wording proposed by the Ministry of Agriculture and Food
places slightly more emphasis on the availability of the agricultural
resource over the long term. Since the Ministry has proposed no mod-
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{fications to the definition of Rural or to the policies of Section

2.8, the revised wording of these objectives has no affect on the sub-

stance of the plan. Therafore staff have no objection to the revised o

wording.

Recommendation!

That Sections 2.8.2 and 2.8.3 of the plan be deleted and replaced with
the proposed wording of the Ministry of Agriculture and Food.

Section 2.8.3.1, pages 129-130
Section 2.8.3.1 of the Plan 13 worded as follows:




"2,8.3.1 Council shall request the local Field Representative of the
Ministry of ‘Agriculture and Food to apply the appropriate
technical provisioné of the Agricultural Code of Practice, as
amended from time to time, when processing severance or var-
iance applications associated with non-agricultural uses
which are in proximity to a livestock operation. Council
will recoumend refusal of a development proposal where the
proposal fails to comply with the provisions of the Agricul-
tural Code of Practice unless the applicant can demonstrate
that this action will cause him unfair and unreasonable hard-

ship.”

The Ministry has requested the deletion of the words "unless the app-
licant can demonstrate that this action will cause him unfair and un-
reasonable hardship“ from the end of this section. The Ministry feels
that this does not take into account the hardship or unfairness that

approval of the application can cause to the livestock operation.

Staff Comments:

The Agricultural Code of Practice is a Provincial Guideline for the
operation of liveatock operations and the separation of livestock
operations from non-compatible uses. The code contains a number of
somewhat complicated formulae for calculating the minimum dfstance

between a livestock operation and non-compatible uses.

The main use of the code for the City is to evaluate the suitabllity
of a proposed land severance in the proximity of a livestock opera-

tion.

The clause to which the Ministry objects was used to enable Council to
take into account extenuating circumstances in evaluating an applica-
tion for development in proximity to a livestock operatioﬁ. Since the
removal of the particular phrase results in Council having no

discretion in reviewing an application, when tha provisions of the
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Agriculture Code of Practice are applicable, it 1s recommended that
the second sentance of the policy be changed to require that Council
shall have dues regard for the provisions of the Agricultura Code of

‘Practice.

Recommendation:

That the second sentance of Section 2.8.3.1 be deleted and replaced
with the following:

"Council shall have due regard for the provisions of the
Agricultural Code of Practice in the evaluation of a proposed

congent to sever land in the proximity of a livestock operation.”

Saction 2.10.1, paga 137, Snelgrove Area

The Ministry recognlzes that tha Snalgrove Area will ba subject of
further study and a possible future Official Plan Amendment. As much
of the land within the study area is good agricultural land, as def-
ined by the Food Land Guidelines, the Ministry feels that any future
proposal for non-agricultural use in this area will need to justify
development as outlined in sections 3.13 and 3.14 of the Guidelines.
They recommend the addition of the following new paragraph at the end
of Section 2.10.1.2, namely:

"In the Snelgrove-Mayfield Study, the City will satisfy sections 3.13
and 3.14 of the Food Land Guidelines, for that portion of the study

which is located within the City of Brampton.”

Staff Comments:

Sections 3.13 and 3.14 of the Food Land Guidelines require that mun-
icipalities document in detail the justification for development on
high capability agricultural lands and indicate why the development
could not be equally well located on altarnative sites having lower

agricultural capability.




Since the Minigtry of Agriculture and Food will have the opportunity
of making comments on, any Official Plan Amendment for Snelgrove and
may object to such an amendment on the basis of 1inadequate Jjustifi-
‘cation for the designation of such lands for development, Brampton
will have to provide the justification as per sections 3.13 and 3.14
of the Food Land Guidelines. Since the comments of the Ministry are
made within the framework of the Food Land’Guidelines, any Official
Plan Amendment that proposes development on high capability agricul-
tural lands will be subject to the provisions of the Guidelines,
whether or not a statement to this effect is contained in the Official
Plan. Therefore Staff see no need to include reference to the Food

Land Guidelines in general or with respect to this particular area.

Recommendation!

That Section 2.10.1 of the O0fficial Plan not be modified to include
refarence to sections 3.13 and 3.14 of the Food Land Guidelines.

SCHEDULE A: GENERAL LAND USE DESIGNATIONS

(a) Huttonville Specialty Crop Area

~The Ministry indicates that a specialty crop area exists in the
vicinity of Huttoanville that warrants special recognition in the
plan. This i3 an area within which the coarse textured soils have
led to the production of tree fruits, and‘nuraery and greenhouse
crops. fhe Ministry has asked that the area be identified on the
Land Use Schedule and in the text to indicate that only agricult-
ural uses will be permitted on the lands. The subject area 1s
indicated on the attached map and the Minilstry recommends that an
appropriate policy be added to the text.

The Ministry has also requested an addition to the policies which
would prohibit the expansion of Huttonville, particdlarly to the

south aund west.
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Staff Commenta:

f

Staff agree that the subject lands are a particularly valuable agri-

cultural resource and merit the more stringent controls on land uge
than the remainder of the rural area. To achleve this, staff propose
that the subject area be designated as "Rural-Speclalty Agricultural”

and included as a sub-category of the Rural designation.
This designation would be defined as follows:

"The Rural-Speclalty Agricultural designation as shown on Schedule
A includes all agricultural activities and farm-related

residences.”

Policies of the Rural section would also apply to the Rural-Specialty
Agricultural designation.

It 18 proposed that two additional policies be added to'tﬁis gection.
One would permit existing non-farm resldences and lots created for
residential purposes to be recognized in the zoning by-law. A second
policy would be added after policy 2.8.3.4 to restrict severances in
the Rural-Specialty Agricultural area to those intended as a retire-
ment lot for a farmer or to provide accommodation for full-time farm
help.

Since the new Officlal Plan clearly defines the limits of Huttonville

on Schedule E (1), therefore, it {s {implicit that no further expan-
sion to Huttonville would be permitted without amendment to the Plan.

Racommendat font

(a) That the area indicated on the attached map be designated as
"Rural-Specialty Agricultural”, and

(b) That. the following definition and policies be added to Section
208: - i
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“The Rural-Specialty Agricultural designation as shown on Schedule

A includes all agricultural activities and farm~related resi-

dences.

t

2.8.3.5 Applications fot consent to sever lands in areas desig-

nated Rural-Specialty Agricultural as shown on Schedule

Al

(1)

(2)

. (3)

shall be considered in light of the policies of the
Official: Plan, the general severance policies in
section 1.1.1(l) and the specific objectives in
gection 2.8.3.3 and

may be granted if

(L) genéral conditions and criteria in section
1.1.1(2) are complied with, and

may onli be granted 1f the proposed 1lot to be
created By consent:
' ,
: |
(L) 1s intended as a retirement lot for a farmer
who has been farming a substantial number of
years and is retiring from active working life,

or

(11) i3 required to provide accommodation for
full-time farm help whose work actively 1is
primarily devoted to the farm operation and
where the nature of the farm operation requires
this help to be accommodated close to the

farm.

2.8.3.11 Non-farm residences and lots created for non-farm

residential purposes that exist 6n December 31, 1983 in

the areas designated “"Rural-Specialty Agricultural may
- be recognized in the Zoaning by-law";
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(e)

4

(b)
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That the words "and Rural-Specialty Agricultural” be inserted

between the words "Rural” and "by"” in Section 2.8.3.10; and

{

That any necessary renumbering and changes in reference be mada.

Industrial Dasignations in the North-west Quadrant of the Urban
Area (Lots 9-13, Concession 2, W.H.S.)

The Ministry objects to the Industrial designation of the majority
of the lands in this area. The Ministry feelé that the'background
documentation did not justify the need to d%signate these lands

for industrial purposes, they feel that the documentation provided
indicates that the City has adequate land designated for Indust-
rial purposes for 344,000 population level without the inclusion

of this area.

With the exception of a small site in Lot 8, Concession 2, W.H.S.,
(which 18 currently designated as Industrial), the lands are pres-
ently designated and used for agriculture and the soils have a
high capability for agriculture. The Ministry of Municipal
Affairs and Housing reiterate that they have already received ref-
erral requests from the APPEAL group for all of the lands desig=
nated Industrial in this area, and from the Brampton North-west

" Rural Ratepayers on the Industrial designation of lands located in

LOtB 11"13.

The Miniscry of Municipai Affairs and Housing staff recommend that
the subject lands be redesignated from Industrial to Agricultural.

Staff Comments:

This area was dealt with at length in a report to Planning Committee

in April, 1980 in response to a request from the landowners that their

lands be designated Industrial. In that report, staff demonstrated

that a total of 7,500 net acres of land were designated Industrial in

;he draft Official Plan, without the 1inclusion of these areas, and

approximately 6,540 net acres could be Justified oa tha basls of a




- 13 -

capacity population of 344,009.

. , ‘

The inclusion of the lauds:designated Industrial in Lots 9 - 13, Conc-
;ssion 2, W.H.S. thereforé cannot be Justified én the basis of any
supply constralnt since tﬁere are more than enough lands desigﬁaCed
for Industrial developmantfin ralation to the Industrial employment
correasponding to a capacity population of 344,000. The lands
presently designated for Iﬁduscrial development provide a full range
of Industrial opporcunitiga within the City relative to location,
transportation and parvicee:.

kThe main argument for {including the lands in Lofs 8, 9 and 10 for
Industfial development 1is the strateglic location of the lands rela-
tive to tha CNR mainline and Highway No. 7, avallabls water service,
‘imminent sanitary sewer sgervice and the draft approval of the
Bramacres Industrial subdivision in the south-east corner of this area
(abutting the CNR mainline and McLaughlin Road). A watermain can be
extended to this area at any time from the Kodak plant area, and the
Fletcher's Creek Trunk Sewér extension to this area 1s scheduled for
19853 construction. These factors combine to make the CNR mainline a

very tenuous boundary for urban development in this area.

From strictly a "logical bbundary“ standpoint, Highway #7 and Second
Line West can be supported on the basis of the above factors. In the
April, 1980 report, Planning séaff, with soma resgervations, raecom-—
mended that the area south of Highway No. 7 between McLaughlin Road
and Second Line West be designated Industrial.

The Rowntree Farms/Paradise Homes lands north of Highway No. 7, west
of McLaughlin Road (Lots 11-13, Concession 2, W.H.S.) similarily can-
not be justified from the point of view of being required over the
planning period for Industrial development, in light of the population
capacity of the plan. McLaughlin Road and Highway No. 7 are more def-
engible boundaries for development in this area on the basis that
there 13 no precedent for Industrial development approvals west of
-~ McLaughlin Road, north of Highway No. 7, and McLaughlin Road is the
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wasterly boundary of the Etobicoke Creek drainage area north of
Highway No. 7. Howaver, from a long term servicing and rall access

point ?f view, this area has no significant constraints.

3
Staff recommended against the designation of this area as Industrial
in the Official Plan in the raport of April 1980.

Recommendation:

This 1is presented for Council decision to either support the desig-

nation bf the subject areas or recommend to the Minister of Municipal

- Affairs and Housing to modify the Official Plan to designate the land

in Lots 9 - 13, Concession 2, W.H.S. as Rural.

(c) Rural Estate Egpansion:Areas

The ‘Ministry objects to the designation of the 3 "Rural Estate
Expansion Areas". The solls ara high capability agricultural land
as defined by the Food Land Guidelines. The guidelines clearly
indicate that the estata residential development shall oaly be
permitted if it can be accommodated on low capability agricultural
land, in arc#e well removad from agricultural activity, and in a

- geparate desighéﬁion ffom agriculture. Because of this conflict
with the guidelines, the Ministry objects to the designation of
the three areas and the related policy sectlon in the text. This
area is also objected to by the APPEAL group.

The Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing recommends that the

3 "Rural Estate Expansion Areas" be deleted from Schedule A and
that Section 2.1.3.2.11, page 64, be deleted from the text.

Staff Comments:

The area designated Rural Estate in the new Official Plaﬁ was origin-
ally approved (except for a uminor additional area) {n 1973 as
Amendment Number 5 to the Official Plan of the former Township of

-
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Toronto Gore. Since that time, the area has been the subject of con-
siderable subdivision ‘and construction activity as shown on Tables 1

.and 2.

Table 1 describes the eighteen registered plans of subdivision in the
Rural Estate area in terms of number of lots, building permit activity
since 1977, number of vacant lots and number of lots sold. As shown
on Table 1, over 45 percent of the lots in registered plans have been

built upon, and almost 69 percent of the lots have been sold.

Table 2 shows the draft plans of subdivision that have been approved
in the Rural Estate.area. A total of 105 lots are presently draft
approved, in addition to the 494 lots contained in registered plans of
subdivision. 0f the approximately 3,200 acres designated Rural
Estate, over 1,800 acres are presently covered by registeredAor draft

approved subdivisions.

As part of the process of formulating the new Official Plan, Council
directed that certaln areas abutting the Rural Estate Area be desig-
nated for the eventual expansion of the Rural Estate designation in
light of the 20-25 year time frame of the Official Plan. Staff rec-—
ommended the Rural Estate Expansion Areas as shown on Schedule A on
the basis of their location abutting the existing Rural Estate Area,
land ownership patterns and the existence of significant water course

boundaries.

Since the demand for Rural Estate development is difficult to analyze
over the long term, st;ff recommended that the eventual designation of
these areas for Rural Estate development per.se be contingent upon
substantial development of tha Rural Estate area 1.e. there would be
an amendment from Rural Estate Expansion Area to Rural Estate. This
staging strategy 1s consistent with the wishes of the Ministry of
Agriculture and Food as expressed in their letter in that 1t would
ensure that agricultural lands in the area be available for farming

for as long as possible.




TABLE 1

Inventory of Vacant Registered Lots and Building Permits
Issued from 1977 to 1983

¢

Regist~ Total Date of

ered Plan Number Registration No. Building Permitsl No. Vacant No. tots
Numbers of Lots Plan Isgued Reg'd Lots Sold?2
J77 J78 J79 /80 /81 /82 /83
(Aug)

M-79 Y12 June '75 1 2 2 1 3 o0 O 3 12
1002 28 Dec. '73 2 1 1 1 3 2 1 6 28
M-312 | 19 Nov. '79 - - - 2 4 4 0 9 19
M-153 - 12 June '76 - 1 2 1 - 0 o 8 12
M-90 16 Aug. '75 - 3 2 1 1 0 1 7 16
M~415 o July '8l - - - - - 0 1 3 3
M=350 42 Mar. '80 - = - = = 2 0 40 21
M=232 27 Mar/ '78 - 4 5 5 2 1 0 10 27
M-413 6 July '8l - - - - - 0 o0 6 1
M=440 36 Nov. '81 - - - - = 1 1 35 12
M-322 74 Jan. '80 - - -~ 4 1 1 2 45 1
M=337 34 Mar. '80 - - - 5 26 0 2 3 34
M-287 42 May '79 - - - 2 4 5 5 26 42
M-314 nu Dec. '79 - - - 3 2 0 0" 6 11
999 28 Dac. '73 4 - = L 7 2 0 5 28
M~304 76 Sep. '79 - = 2 4 W 1 0 38 54
M-345 20 May '80 - = = 1 5 2 0 12 19
M-497 7 Apr. '83 - = - = - = 0 7 N/A

494 7 11 14 41 85 27 13 269 340

Percentage of Total 54.5% 68.87

L Building Permits issued prior to 1977 have not been shown, but are included in the figures

for Number of Vacant Reglstered Lots.
2  The Number of Lots Sold is based on an examination of the registered owners of lots, as

indicated on the Assessment Roll, as compared with the owner of the Plan of Subdivision at

regigtration.
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Draft Approve

¢
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TABLE 2

Davelopar!

Textile Lamlnationa
T-25301

Lorenzo Buldo
T-78017B

Toronto Gore
Land Syndicate

T-80010B

Iabono and Guglielmi
T-78060B

Pollart

‘T-77009

Rushville Construction
T-77072B

Entrance piversified
T-81034

Rudolf & Gabriele Litz
7-82007

d Estate Residential Subdivisions

Locationt

Lot 15,

Conc. 8,

Lot 13,

Conc. 8,

Lot 13,

Conc. 8,

Lot 15,

Conc. 8,

Lot 15,

Conc. 9,

Lot 13,

Conc. 9,

Lot 17,

Conc. 8,

Lot 13,

Conc. 9,

N'D'

NlD.

N.D.

N.Dl

N'D.

N.D.

NoDc\

1

No. of Lots:!

25

21

14

i0

13

11

105
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The current level of subdivision, construction and lot sales activity,
clearly supports the position that Rural Estate Expansion Areas will
ba required within the planning period.

Throughout the period of preparing the Official Plan, farmers in the
area have maintained that the high capabllity classification of these

lands 1s questionabla.

The attached petition containing 16 signatures has been submitted to
the City in support of the Rural Estate Expansion Area designation.

Racommaendation:

That the Rural Estate Expansion Area designation not be modified.\\j>

(d) Residential Designation of Lots 11-15, Concessions 3-6, W.H.S.

(Ronto/Sandringham Lands)

The Ministry notes that although the designatfion of this area rep-
resents a significant change from the 1978 draft of the Plan, the
Ministry recognizes that this land will eventually be required to

@ accommodate urban growth. However, they feel stroungly that there

- is a need for a phasing scheme for this area so that the agricul-
tural communiCy_I; aware of the sequence of development and can
plan accordingly for continued agricultural production in the area
until development occurs. They would want to see as much of this

land as possible farmed so long as it 1s not needed for housing.

The Ministry has asked that a phasing or staging plan for residen-
tial growth of this area be lncorporated into the plan, consistent
with section 4C.6 of the Food Land Guidelines. Staff of the City,
Miniatry of Agriculture and Food and the Ministry of Municipal
Affairs and Housing have met to discuss this request by the
Ministry of Agriculture and Food and concluded tﬁat policies
ahodld be included 1in the plan which would encourage the orderly

retreat of the agricultural use, speak to the {ssue of leasing
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good agricultural lgnd back to farmers and provide criteria (in
addition. to those included in section 7.4) for development phasing
80 as to preserve agricultural land as long as possible.

The Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing suggest that object-
ivas and policies be included in the general provisions, specific
gsecondary plans and budgeting and development phasing sections of
the plan and wherever else City staff deems it appropriate.

Staff Comments:

A significant section of the proposed Official Plan contains policles
that address the 1issue of staging development in areas contiguous to
existing development and ih accordance with the availability of hard
services and community servicea. While these policies do not explic-
itly deal with the agricultural issue, their implementation will
automatically achleve the objectives of the Ministry. The Ministry,
however, would like greater emphasis in the plan on the 1issue of
ensuring the longest possible availability of agricultural lands in

largas areas undergoing development.

Staff have discussed this matter with the Ministry of Agriculture and
Food and the Minlatry of Municipal Affairs and Housing and propose
that the Official Plan ba modified by adding the policles set out in
the recommendation. These policlies serve to specifically address the
issue of phasing out agricultural uses in an orderly manner in areas
undergoing development. The isgue 1is dealt with in a general manner
in the proposed policies to be added to the general provisions
chapter, and more specifically in the policies dealing with the
Ronto/Sandring— ham Secondary Plan Area (Section 7.2.7.28) and with

development phasing.

Recommendation:

That the Official Plan be modified as follows:
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l. add the following objective and policies to Chapter 1: General

Provisionst - .o

e

“1.11 __ORDERLY RETREAT OF AGRICULTURAL USEs;:> \_—

(<fiil;;;;;;;;;on .

Significant areas presently used for agricultural pur-

poses are designated for wurban development in this
Plan. Davelopment of these lands for urban purposes
must be phased in such a manner that the opportunity
for agricultural purposes remaina intact as long as is

practicable.

1.11.1  OBJECTIVE:
The productive use of lands having high agricultural
capability and located within the Urban Boundary, for
as long as 1s practicable.

’

Policles:

1.11.1.1 Through the orderly phasing of development in accord-
ance with the policles of section 7.4 of this Plan,
Council shall endeavour to ensure that lands with high
agricultural capability remain avallable for agricult-

ural purposes for as long as 1s practicable.

1.11.1.2 Council may require as a coundition of secondary plan or
subdivision approval that the developmenﬁ of lands be
phased 1in such a manner that portions of a New
Development Area with high agricultural capability
remain available for'agricultural purposes for as long

as 1s practicable.

1l«11.1.3 Council shall encourage developers of land within the
Urban Boundary, shown on Schedule A to this Plan, to
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| leage such lands to farmers on a long term basis prior

. to the construction of urban uses.”

2. add the following policy to subgection 7.2.7.28:

"7.2.7.28 Area 28: ,Nofth—east Brampton -

Council shall set out policies in the secondary plan
for Sacondary Plan Area 28 where necessary to ensure
that' development 1is phased in such a manner that lands
having high agricultural capability remain available
for agricultural pgrpoées for as long as is practic-
able.”

3. add the following criterion under policy 7.4.2 (within Section
7.4: Budgeting and Development Phasing) as 7.4.2(ix) and renumber

the last two criteria accordingly.

"(ix) Avallability of Agricultural Land: Favours those dev~

alopments that are on the least capable agricultural
land, are contiguous to existing development, and do
not encroach on large units of undeveloped agricultural
lands that are defined by significant natural or man-

made boundaries.”

OTHER ISSUES AND REFERRAL REQUESTS

Metro Toronto and Region Conservation Authority

Since sending out their previous post-circulation letter, the Ministry
of Municipal Affairs and Housing have raceived new mapping from the
Metro Toronto and Region Conservation Authority which indicates that
more land 1s subject to possible flooding under the Reglonal Storm
Conditions than that shown on Schedule B. This additional land is
located along the Etobicoke Creek. The new mapping was not finalized
at the time the Brampton Plan was adopted and circuiated to the
Authority. At that time, the Authority indicated that new mapping was
being prepared and might show additifonal lands as betng subject to

_ flooding. .
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Staff of the Ministrx:éf Municipal Affairs and Housing met with City
staff, the staff ofrpthe M.T.R.C.A¢ and the Ministry of Natural
Resources to discuss the new mapping. It was concluded that the most
app*opriace method of including the new mapping into the new Brampton
Official Plan would be by recommending that the following parts of the
plan be defarred:

(a) the areas shaded omn the attached copy of Schedule B Hazard Lands,

and
(b) section 1.2 "Hazard Lands" of the text, but only insofar as it
applies to the areas shaded on the attached copy of Schadule B.

This«deferral would enable staff to prepare appropriate mapping and

. policies for orderly development in accordance with the purposes and

intent of the 0Official Plan, but at the same time also in accordance
with the Provincial policy on planning for floodpléin lands as announ-
ced in Septembar of 1982. Such additional mapping policlies can then
be incorporated into the Official Plan by amendment.

Staff Comments:

Staff have reviewed the latest floodplain mapping from the M.T.R.C.A.
and note that formerly indefinite "spill"” zones related to the West
and Central Branches of the Etobicoke Creek have been more accurately

mapped and cover some areas of existing development.

The mapping sets out two floodlines: The Reglonal Storm (the monat
gsevere flooding event anticipated) and the 100 Year Storm. The area
between them, the "flood fringe", can be developed subject to special
construction requiremenﬁs. Since the proposed Brampton Official Plan
puts out only a single hazard land designation, there 1s a need to
review the appfoach to this designatfion 1n order to clearly delineate

the two laevels of development coustraints.
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Considerable further discussion 1s required and this 1ssue can be

resolved subsequent to the remainder of the plan being approved.

"‘Recommendation:

That Council concur with the deferral of the areas shaded on the
attached copy of Schedule B, Hazard Lands, and Section 1.2 of the text

as it applies to the area shaded on Schedule B.

Lands Located at the South-west Corner of Steeles Avenue and Kennedy
Road
The Ministry of Munlcipal Affairs and Housing note that the plan des-

ignates as "Open Space" gome 20 hectares (50 acres) of land at the
south-west corner of Steeles Avenue and Kennedy Road. It appears that
this designation was placed on the lands because they are owned by the
Province and were acquired as part of the original 100 acre parcel.
The Parkway Belt West Plan, as approved by Cabinet in July 1978, calls

for public acquisition of the south-westerly half of the property
only. The other half lying outside of the Parkway Belt West Plan, was
and is still not required for Parkway Belt purposes and will be dis-
posed of together with numerous remnant parcels throughout the Parkway

Belt which have already been sold or will be sold in the near future.

Ministry staff are prepared to recommend that the designation of the
subject parcel be deferred at the time of the approval of the Brampton
Officlal Plan. This would enable the staff of the City and Provincial
staff to discuss the most appropriate land use designation for the

subject property.

Recommendation:

That Council concur with the deferral of the lands designated Open

Space at the south-west corner of Steeles Avenue and Kennedy Road.
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Objection from Mrs. Verna Flowers, on behalf of APPEAL

' The letter of objéctton f?om Mrs. Flowars on behalf of APPEAL was

received by the Ministry subsequent to Council approval of the
‘0fficial Plan in July 1982 and further clarifies the objections of
APPEAL. The Ministry requests any further comments that Council may

have on this objection.

Staff Comments:

APPEAL submitted a 23 page objJection to the proposed Official Plan
that 1s attached for the consideration of Council. The letter con-
glste of two parts: a covaering letter that expresses thelr objection
to the development of Class 1 agricultural lands in Brampton and two
appendices that propose a rewrite of many sectlons of the plan and the
addition of numerous goals, objectives and policles to emphasize the
point of view of preserving agricultural land. APPEAL specifically

objects‘to the designation of the following areas for development:

+ New Development Area 1 - Snelgrove

+ New Development Area 4 - Ronto/Sandringham Area

. New Development Area 8 - Rowntree Farm/Paradise Homes Area

« ~ New Development Area 9 - Proposed Industrial Area south of Highway

#7, west of McLaughlin Road

» New Development Areas 10, 11 & 12 - Proposed residential areas

between existing development and Second Line West, between the CNR
.., 'mainline and Steeles Avenue
« The Expansion Rural Settlements

. The Rural Estate Expansion Areas

In general, it 1is the opilnlon of staff that most of the suggested
changes have no technical basis, are {nappropriate in an Official
Plan, or are fedundant, and would result 1ian a complete over-—emphasis
of the agricultural issue in the Official Plan. A number of polnts
ralsed by APPEAL have also been raised by the Ministry of Agriculture
and Food and responded to earlier in the report.
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For the sake of brevity, staff have responded only to those comments
of the APPEAL group '(other than those raised by the Ministry of
Agriculture and Food) that merit modification of the plan. : Staff are
‘ptepared to respond varbally to any of the points that have not led to

a recommendation for modification.

(a) Justification For Lands Designated For Urban Development

The APPEAL group have objected to the designation of several areas
of the plan for development almost solely on the basis of its
Class 1 Agricultural capability. They have also questioned the
growth projections in the Official Plan but have presented no

technical substantiation for their lower population figures.

Planning staff have, on a number of occassions, presented the
substantiation for the amount of residential development proposed

in the plan on the basis of:

‘Lﬁhfﬂp . population growth projections,

~~.+ the amount of industrial land already approved in the Consoli-
Qv dated Official Plan,
v . sgervicing commitments,

. sound plannlng principles.

As indicated previously in the raport, the only areas within the
plan that cannot be justified strictly on the basis of supply
constraints related to growth projections and an appropriate ratio
of residential designations to industrial designations are the
Industrial lands west of McLaughlin Road horth of the CNR mainline
(Lots 9-13, Concession 2, W.H.S.) ‘

(b) Section 1.1.1(1l) - Land Severances
APPEAL requests the addition of the following policy as Section
1.1.1(1)(g) in ovder to emphasize the important principles in the

Food Land Guidelines and the role of the Ministry of Agriculture

and Food:
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"Savarances on land designated agricultural shall be in accordance
with . the general provisions of the Food Land Guidelines, and the
Food Land Pr§servation Branch of the Ministry of Agriculture and
' Food should be consulted with regpect to applications in these

areas.”

Staff Comment:

Policy 1.1.1(1)(£f) of the plan 1is as follows:

“(f) The Ministry of Natural Resources or the Conservation
Authority should be consulted with respect to applications
covered by their juriadictions.”

S8ince severance applications are routinely referred to the Ministry of
Agriculture and Food for comments by the Regional Land Division Comm-—
ittee staff, it is recommended that the Ministry of Agriculture and
Food be added to the other agencies included in policy L.1.1(1)(f).

Recommendationi

That policy 1.1.1(1)(f) be deleted and replaced with the following:

“"The Ministry of Natural Resources, the Conservation Authority,
and the Ministry of Agriculture and Food should be consulted with
respect to applications 1in areas covered by theilr respective

jurisdictions.”

(¢) Allotment Garden Plots
APPEAL argues that allotment garden plots ehould‘be included as

activity spaces In District Parks and Specialized Parks. Without
these references, APPEAL contends that Sections 2.5.1.3.19 and
2.5.1.3.21 fall to recognize the significance of the agricultural

way-of-11fa in Brampton.




(d)

- 27 -

Staff Comments:

Planning staff haVe reviewed this matter with the Commissioner of
Parks and Recreation. It 1is his opinion that allotment garden
plots should not be devaloped on parkland in the urban area

because of obvious problems with security and vandalism.

The City currently leases land from a development company in the

area north of Bovaird Drive for allotment garden purposes. This

‘arrangement, whereby the City makes available land for allotment

garden plots on rural lands on an interim basis, is considered the

best approach to providing these plots.

A policy could be added to the plan to state the City's approach

to providing allotment garden plots.

Recommendation
That the following policy be added to the Plan as Section
2.5.1.3.23.

“Allotment Garden Plots”

2.5,1.3.23 The City shall endeavour to make avallable lands for
allotment garden plots in rural areas either within
or outside of the Urban Boundary as .shOWn on
Schedule A."

Section 4.1.1 - Transportation Objective

APPEAL requests referral of this section insofar as it fails to
recognize farming as an integral and essential component of the

Brampton Planning Area.
Section 4.1.1 reads 4s follows:

"QBJECTIVE:
Efficleat transportation services which are compatible with other

land uses and meet the.varied needs of most of those who live,
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shop or work in Brampton, as well as those who pass through
Brampton." i

. |
APPEAL will argue thg: the word "farm" be added to this section

between the words "shop" and "or".

Staff Comments:

Staff agree that farming should be mentioned in this section as a land

use activity served by the trausportation network.

Racommendation:

: f
That section 4.1.1 be amended to read‘gs follows:

"OBjECTIVEz |

Efficlent transportation services which are compétible with other
land uses and meet ﬁhe varied needs of most of those who live,
shop, farm, or work in Brampton, as well as those who pass through

Brampton.

Letter from Mr. Elbert van Donkersgoed, on behalf of the Coalition to

Preserve Foodland

The attached letter from Mr. van Donkersgoed supports the objection of
APPEAL, siting basically the same arguments.

Staff Comments:

Since Mr. van Donkersgoed's concerns have been addressed in comments
dealing with the Ministry of Agriculture and Food and the APPEAL

commnents, no further comment 1s required.
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Objection from the Town of Caledon regarding Tullamore

‘sexrvicing of TullamorP.

The Town of Caledon objects to Section 2.1.2.4.3 of the Official Plan
Fogather with any other sactions of the plan pertaining to the

Staff Comments:

|
The Town of Caledon objection to the Brampton Official Plan policies
for Tullamore is based on the relatively modest amount of new devel-

opment proposed in Brampton (approximately 42 acres to be developed on

-1 acre lots) contrasted with a substantial amount of development on

_ full services proposed for the Caledon portion.

‘Caledon Planning staff presented their proposal for Tullamore 1in

response to the Region of Peel Snelgrove/Mayfield study on February
22, 1982. This report proposed that Tullamore baecome a “"moderate
growth centre” with an eventual population of 4,275 and 115 acres of
industrial and commercial development on the basis that 1t would be
"in keeping with the philosophy of preserving a distinctly rural
character in Caledon by gtrengthening the village form of development
and preventing the incursion of urban development from Brampton”. The

proposed development would be as follows:

« 225 acres of residential development on both sides of Airport Road
at 5 units per acre and a small strip of residential lots along
Number 17 Sideroad intended to recognize existing residential uses

. 100 acres of industrial development east of Airport Road

. 15 acred of commerclial development on the north-east and north-
west corners of Alrport Road and Number 17 Sideroad

. municipal water and sanitary sewers required to service develop-

ment

Brampton staff expressed the following concerns regarding the Caledon

proposal for Tullamore:
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« the 340 acres allocated for development in Caledon is totally out.
of scala with the 42 acras designated for development. {n Brampton .
« Caladon has provided no valid juatification for the amount of dev-
elopment proposed in Tullampre that would be a form of "leap frog”

davelopment on the periphery of Brampton

+ Caledon proposed urban development denaities of 5 unlts per acre
on full municipal services, in contrast with the rural settlement
denaity of 1 unit per acre on private sewagé disposal and water
supply in Brampton '

. the extension of a sanitary trunk gsewer to Tullamore from the
Brampton urban boundary would put developmeht pressure on an area

designated Rural in the Brampton Official Plan

Reglon of Peel Public Works staff have serious reservations as to the
practicality and desirability of providing water (looped system) and

sanltary sewer service to the Tullamore area.

Brampton Council approved the following recommendation on April 26,

1982 regarding Tullamore:

"THAT the Town of Caladon ba informed of Council's
concern about the development of Tullamore and req-
uested to reduce the scale of davelopment and sarv-~
icing requirements in Tullamore to make it consis-
tent with the scale of development and servicing

required in the Brampton portion."

In response to these couments, Caledon Planning staff contended, in a
report dated June 21, 1982, that the increased scale of development in
the Caledon portion of Tullamore does not automatically imply 4incom—-
patibility. They stated that Brampton's implication that the jJustif-
ication for development in Tullamore appears to be based primarily om
a concern for ilmproving the assessment ratio of residential to indus-

trial lands 13 a misrvepresentation of their position. They stated
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that the primary purpose of development in Tullamore 1s to add a new,

large village in Caledon.

In the report dated June 29, 1982, Brampton staff maintained their
original position that the scale of development being proposed for
Tullamore in Caledon 1s 1inconsistent with. that of Tullamore in

Brampton.

At its meeting of July 16, 1982, Brampton City Council passed the

following resolution:

"THAT the Town of Caledon be informed that Brampton
Council maintains 1its position regarding the reduc-
tion of scaleA and servicing requirements for the
proposed development of Tullamore to make 1t consis-
tent with the Official Plan designation for the rural

gettlement of Tullamore.”

The basic concern of the Town of Caledon 1s that the approval of the
type and scale of devalopment and related services proposed for the
Brampton portion of Tullamore will prejudice the Caledon proposal. It
is the opinion of staff that the Caledon proposal is not supportable
on planning grounds and that Council should maintain 1its position
regarding the type and scale of development in the Brampton portion of

Tullamore.

Recommendation:

That there be no modification to the Official Plan as it affects the

Rural settlement of Tullamore.

Objection by Mr. R.K. Webb, Q.C., on behalf of Dr. Allan Russell, west
half of Lot 12, Concession 10, N.D.

The subject lands are located on the east side of The Gore Road, just

north of No. 10 Sideroad (Castlemore Road).




-32 -

Mr. Webb objects to the designation of the west half of lot 12,

EConcesnion 10, N.D, in :hat-ﬁia deaire 1a that all of the subject

lands be designated for "Rural Estate Expansion”.

Staff Comments:

The subject lands are blsected by the boundary of the Rural Estate
Expansion Area which coincides with the watercourse. As an altern-

ative to this clear and natural boundary, the objJector proposes the

"mid-concession line which 1a arbitrary and has no basis from a

planning perspective.

Recommendation:

That there be no modification to the Rural Estate Expansion Area

boundary.

Mr. R. Maksymiw, Q.C., on behalf of 8 parties (Albert D'Orazio et al),

part of Lots 11-13, Concession 7, N.D.

The objection is on behalf of the owners of 8 properties in the area
bounded by Airport Road, Number 15 Sideroad, Goreway Drive and Number
10 Sideroad. He objects to the designation of the lands as Rural in

that:

. abutting lands are designated for development,

. the lands abut Alrport Road, a busy artery,

. no serious servicing problems are evident (an unsubstantiated
claim),

. wide tracts of open space lands to the east provide convenient and
effective buffers between the subject lands and proposed rural

estate designated lands to the east.

Staff Comments:

The subject lands are an area of rural designated lands between the
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rural estate expansion area to the east and the Residential desig-

nation (Ronto et al lands) to the west of Alrport-Road.

1
i

‘Region of Peel Public‘Workﬂ staff indicate that there are no plans to

t
provide sanitary sewer gervice to this area, therefore there 13 no

bagsis for the claim that no serious servicing.problems are evident.

It is the opinion of staff that there 1s no justification for desig-
nating these lands for .development on the basis that additional
residential, 1ndustrial§or rural estate lands are required in the long

‘term. Since the agbject lands are finterstitial to areas designated J

fof.developmen:, the}r future auitability for development can be eval-

uated in the future when the plan 1s reviewed every 5 years.

In the meantime the lands would remain available for agriculture and
form a buffer between the Residential and the Rural Estate desig-

nations.

Recommendationt

That the 0fficial Plan not be modified ag it affects Lots 11~13, Conc-

ession 7, N.D.

Objection by Mr. R.K. Webb, Q.C., on behalf of B. and D. Skoko

Mr. Webb objects to section 1.1.2(2)(b)(11)(D), page 27 because, in
his opinion, the policy 18 too restrictive to his clients. The
subjec: policy sets out that no more than two congents per 40.5
hectare (100 acre) original farm half lot shall be permitted even if
the proposed consent complies with all of the preceding policies and
criteria in the plan. '

Staff Comments:

The limit on two severances per 100 acre original farm half lot is a

long established planning policy 1in Brampton, derived from the
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Consolidated Official Plan. Such a limit 1is essential in preventing
e . fragmenting of  agricultural land holdings by incremental

gaverancese.
It 1s noted that the Ministry of Agriculture and Food desire an even
more stringent policy fegarding geverances than that proposed in the

new Official Plan.

Recommendation:

| . ; ;
‘That Section 1.1.2(2)(b)(11)(D) not bel modified.

oo i |
! i ! i
i l , ‘ |
Objection by Mr. Edward Sorbara, on behalf of Sam-Sor Enterprises

Mr. Sorbara has asked that the Industrial designation of part of lot

4, concession 9, N.D. not be deferred as was suggested by Council.

Staff Comments:

On June 23, 1980 Brampton City Council recommended that the Sam—Sor
Enterprises Incorporated draft plan of subdivislon for dry industrial
purpogses at the asouth-west corner of Highway #7 and The Gore Road be
approved. This draft approval was made conditional upon the applicant
providing water services to the site by means of a cantral water
supply or individual wells. These lands wera designated industrial in
the August 1980 proposed Official Plan with special provisions
ralating to the dry industrial use.

In June 1982 the applicant had not yet sgstisfied the condition of
supplying potable water to the subdivision, therefore there was a
question whether or not the proposed industrial subdivision on the
Sam-Sor lands was feasible. Therefore staff recommended, and Council
approved a request to the Minsiter of Municipal Affairs and Housing
that the designation of the property and the site specific policies
set out 1in section 2.3.9 of the new Official Plan be deferred until

the water supply concerns had been resolved.
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At its meeting of Augﬁqt'z, 1983, Regicn of Peel Council approved a
o

local improveman:ﬂw?térmaiﬁ on. The Gore Road which will ruan from its

present termination! to the; intersection of The Gore Road and Highway

| : .
*#7. At this meeting, Regional Council granted Sam-Sor Enterprises

permission to connect to the watermain. The major coutingency of
water supply upon which the referral request was based has therefore

bean resolved.

Recommendation:

That Council withdraw i1its request that the Minister of Municipal
Affairs and Housing defer approval of section 2.3.9 of the plan and
the Industrial designation in part of the East Half of Lot 4, Conces-
sion 9, N.D. '

Letter from Mr. Albert Starkman

Mr. Starkman has requested clarification as to whether or not his
entire property located between Steeles Avenue and the C.P.R. line,
east of the Second Line West, is included within the Urban Boundary

(New Development Area No. 12).

Staff Comments:

The urban boundary in the subject area will coincide with the Mavis
Road extension and/or the westerly 1limit of the Fletcher's Creek
Sanitary Sewer drainaga area. The Urban Boundary limit as shown on
Schedule "A" of the new Official Plan may be moved to coincide with
either or both of these features without amendment to the Plan. This
interpretation 1s bagsed on the flexibility provision contained in
Section 7.3.6 of the Plan.

Recommendation:

That the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing be informed of

Council's interpretation of the urban boundary in Lots 1 and 2, Con-

~cession 2. W.H.S.
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11. Letter from Mr. J. Taylor, R.E;;Winter & Associlates Limited, on behalf

- of  Paramount Daevelopment Corporation Limited, in support of the
‘Official Plan
Mr. James Taylor of R.E. Winter and Associates Limited has submitted

1 two letters to the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing in sup-
port of the residential designation of new Development Area 12 (the
area between the CPR tracks and Steeles Avenue, west of the existing'
Sheridan Woods subdiyision).

OVERALL RECOMMENDATION:

{ .~ That’ the recommendations in thia report be forwarded to the Minister
L of Mnnicip‘l Affairs and Houling as tha City of Brampton rasponsa to
{ the Ministry's post-circulation letter dated July 15, 1983 on the
|

|

proposad Official Plan for the City of Brampton Plénning Area.

i
CONCUR:

F'RO Dalzell, JOhn AO Mal‘Shall, MUC.I'P.,
Conmissioner of ng Director of Planning Policy
and Development. and Research.

JAM/kab
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Wi THE UNDERSIGNED OBJECT TO THE DECISION OF THE MINISTRY OF
AGRICULTURE AS OUTLINED IN THE LETTER DATED JULY 4TH, 1983 -
PART 6 SCHEDULE A -~ RURAL EXPANSION AREAS AND WOULD LIKE
RE-CONS [DEMATTON OF THE MATTER FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS:

L. LAND 18 SEVERED IN SMALL PARCELS OF 10 & 20 ACRES

2. SMALI, PARCELS ARE NOT VIABLE AS FARMLAND ON THIS HEAVY
HEAVY CLAY SOIL,
‘. PAKCELS ARE IN MULTIPLE OWNERSHIPS - s
) . '
4. MUN1CLUAL WATER SERVICES ARE AVAILABLE TO THESE LANDS. )
CONCESSION 8 NAME (PLEASE PRINT SIGNATURE.
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