
November 21, 2012
Darryl Lyons, Team Lead
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing
Local Government and Planning Policy Division
Provincial Planning Policy Branch
777 Bay Street, Floor 14
Toronto Ontario
M5G 2E5
Dear Mr. Lyons,
Re: Five Year Review of the Provincial Policy Statement
The Greater Toronto Area Agricultural Advisory Committee (GTA AAC) is pleased to provide the following comments for consideration during of the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) five year review.

GTA AAC is a multi stakeholder umbrella organization with representation on the Committee from the four Regional municipalities of Durham, Halton, Peel and York, the four GTA Federations of Agriculture (Durham, Halton, Peel and York, the City of Toronto, Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, Ministry of Agricultural, Food and Rural Affairs, Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, Toronto Food Policy Council and the Food Sector that meet regularly to develop actions to support and make agriculture sustainable in the GTA and advocate positions on behalf of the agriculture industry to local, regional, provincial and federal governments.  
Background
The current Provincial Policy Statement (PPS), came into effect March 1, 2005.

On September 24, 2012, the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing released a draft PPS document, which proposes revisions, based on public consultation that took place back in 2010.  The GTA AAC previously provided comments for consideration to the Province in a letter dated October 27, 2010.  

The Province is asking for input on the draft document by November 23, 2012, on effectiveness of the PPS and whether changes are needed to protect provincial interests and to make sure that the PPS is adequately addressing emerging land use issues.

The comments below are intended to identify areas GTA AAC feel have been addressed through this proposed draft and additionally, areas that still provide some concern, having a focus specific to the agricultural policies of the PPS.

General Comments

Overall, many of the proposed revisions are supported.  They strengthen and provide additional direction for protecting provincial and Regional interests in land use planning.  

The proposed revisions also help to clarify Provincial policy direction, and contemporize the PPS with more current planning terminology.
The past GTA AAC submission encouraged the Province to identify policy gaps in order to go beyond protection of the land base to also promote economic development of the agriculture sector in the PPS.  Common principles and directions among various Provincial initiatives, including the numerous Provincial plans that affect land use planning in the GTA need to be incorporated into the PPS, as overarching policy direction for the entire Province.   If there are common goals, such as support for economic development within agricultural areas and greater flexibility for agricultural business opportunities, for example, these principles, goals and policies should be put into the PPS as overall policy direction not only for municipal official plans but also for geographic specific Provincial Plans.  Harmonization and consistency of provincial policy direction for agriculture should be a key principle for the Province.  This could reduce existing duplicative policies among various Provincial plans that have been put into place on a geographic basis.

We recommend that when the Province considers preparing the final PPS, further revisions be made, so that the PPS takes the lead in addressing emerging issues that challenge municipalities across the Province, including fill disposal, food security, urban agriculture and renewable energy development in urban and agricultural areas.  Province-wide policy directions on such matters could be of assistance in guiding decision-making.

Overall our previous comment concerning clarity of definitions in agriculture remain.  Terms such as “agri-food” and “agri-product” need to be clarified in the PPS, without a clear understanding of these terms, it’s difficult to asses potential implications on land use planning.

Promote Economic Development and Diversification
In the last submission GTA AAC recommended that in addition to protecting prime agricultural areas, the Province should strengthen its support and promote economic development and diversification as a policy direction.   In general, GTA AAC is pleased with the stated intention of the Province to provide greater flexibility for agricultural uses and for business opportunities to be established on farm properties.  
The reference to the Province developing criteria for these uses is also welcome, provided that there is not a “one-size-fits-all” approach that is imposed that does not allow for regional tailoring of policies to suit regional contexts.  For example, near-urban economic opportunities for agriculture in the GTA and Golden Horseshoe may be different in scope and scale than in other agricultural regions.  Care should be taken when consulting with municipalities and agricultural communities in the development of criteria. 

The proposed changes to the policies and related definitions in the Draft PPS are, in principle, supported; however, the terms and definitions for “value retaining facilities”, “agriculture-related industrial uses”, “on-farm diversified uses” and “value added uses” require clarification. There should be additional consultation with agricultural stakeholders and municipalities on definitions to ensure they are appropriately scoped and not overly limiting for the purposes of the policy.  
Without this clarity around definition, the definitions, particularly for “value added uses”, may be too limiting for the intended purpose of providing flexibility for farmers in near urban areas or may not provide sufficient policy clarity that interpretation and application of the policy will be difficult.
With respect to the definition for agriculture-related uses, the draft PPS is proposing to delete the “small in scale” requirement, and to allow such uses to service the broader agricultural community, as opposed to just one farm operation.  We strongly support this change to the PPS, as it supports our agricultural industry.
Mitigate Impacts on Agricultural Operations

Our last submission asked that the PPS settlement area expansion policies be revised, by adding specific land use controls, such as site design and buffering, to address aspects associated with normal farm practices, such as noise, dust and crop spraying, when settlement area expansions are considered.
GTA AAC supports policies requiring minimum distance separations, but suggests there could be additional land use, site design and landscaping guidelines to manage urban land use issues at the rural-urban interface.  Currently, the MDS guideline focuses on minimizing nuisance complaints for odour and therefore only considers livestock operations. There is a need to provide further criteria as mentioned so that urban land use is designed to minimize conflicts with a broader range of existing and future agricultural operations at the rural-urban boundary.  
As example, we request the Province to consider developing policies to establish how the impact of urban uses on existing agricultural operations at settlement area boundaries may be mitigated for noise, dust, views, sprays and other normal farm practices.  Such policies should consider a range of mitigation techniques including land use controls, site design, berming, buffering, fencing, and planting.

We support the PPS proposal to require limiting the size of surplus farm dwelling lots, to the minimum size needed to accommodate the use with private on-site services.  This policy direction would prevent oversized surplus farm dwelling lots from fragmenting the agricultural landscape.

Permissions for existing Agricultural operations within Natural Heritage Features
The need for policy direction for existing agricultural uses in natural heritage features remains, the Province should consider more detailed guidelines and clarify permissions for existing agricultural operations located within natural heritage features.  
It is our opinion the PPS is open to interpretation when it comes to the term “existing agricultural uses”, a term not defined in the PPS. One could interpret existing agricultural uses as a current agricultural operation. It could also be interpreted as referring to the existing agricultural land base.  To take it one step further, would agricultural lands that are fallow, perhaps for regeneration purposes, but intended to be cultivated again in the future, be considered an existing agricultural use?
Additional provincial policy and guidance is recommended to define “existing” agriculture, and to clarify permissions for existing uses to continue; existing buildings and structures to expand; and new accessory buildings and structures to be established.  Policy direction should include options for municipalities to implement a simplified process for approvals and not necessarily introduce additional Planning Act approval requirements when impacts can be minimized or avoided through existing tools of other agencies.  The lack of guidelines addressing this issue is a significant oversight that must be addressed by the Province in this review."

Finally, there continues a need, as previously raised by GTA AAC, for provincial leadership to research, develop and promote incentive programs for farmers and rural land owners so that policy and program tools for agriculture and natural heritage are comprehensive and not solely reliant on land use regulation.  
Strong, clear policy direction and guidelines would support and acknowledge the work of the GTA AAC and regional food systems planning initiatives that the Committee has completed or is undertaking, including implementation of the Golden Horseshoe Food and Farming Action Plan.
The GTA AAC would be pleased to meet with Ministry staff to discuss our input in more detail and encourages further opportunities for dialogue through public consultations and stakeholder meetings. 
Thank you for considering our input.

Yours truly,

Nick Ferri, Chair
Greater Toronto Area Agricultural Advisory Committee
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