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 LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ONTARIO ASSEMBLÉE LÉGISLATIVE DE L’ONTARIO 

STANDING COMMITTEE ON 
GENERAL GOVERNMENT 

COMITÉ PERMANENT DES 
AFFAIRES GOUVERNEMENTALES 

 Wednesday 2 February 2005 Mercredi 2 février 2005 

The committee met at 1001 in the Peach King Centre 
Auditorium, Grimsby. 

GREENBELT ACT, 2005 
LOI DE 2005 SUR 

LA CEINTURE DE VERDURE 
Consideration of Bill 135, An Act to establish a green-

belt area and to make consequential amendments to the 
Niagara Escarpment Planning and Development Act, the 
Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Act, 2001 and the 
Ontario Planning and Development Act, 1994 / Projet de 
loi 135, Loi établissant la zone de la ceinture de verdure 
et apportant des modifications corrélatives à la Loi sur la 
planification et l’aménagement de l’escarpement du 
Niagara, à la Loi de 2001 sur la conservation de la 
moraine d’Oak Ridges et à la Loi de 1994 sur la planifi-
cation et l’aménagement du territoire de l’Ontario. 

The Chair (Mrs. Linda Jeffrey): Good morning. The 
standing committee on general government is called to 
order. We’re here today to resume public hearings on Bill 
135, An Act to establish a greenbelt area and to make 
consequential amendments to the Niagara Escarpment 
Planning and Development Act, the Oak Ridges Moraine 
Conservation Act, 2001 and the Ontario Planning and 
Development Act, 1994. 

I’d like to remind those in attendance that there should 
be no demonstrations of support for or against any com-
ments made by any presenters or members of committee. 

As well, I would like to caution the audience that 
while members enjoy parliamentary privilege and certain 
protections pursuant to the Legislative Assembly Act, it’s 
unclear whether or not these privileges and protections 
extend to witnesses who appear before committees. For 
example, it may very well be that the testimony that you 
have given or are about to give could be used against you 
in a legal proceeding. I caution you to take this into 
consideration when making your comments, just as a 
warning. 

HAMILTON-HALTON 
HOME BUILDERS’ ASSOCIATION 

The Chair: I’d like to welcome our first delegation, 
the Hamilton-Halton Home Builders’ Association. Could 
they please come forward? 

Good morning and welcome. Would you please identi-
fy for Hansard who will be speaking today, and the or-
ganization. 

Mr. Brad Duguid (Scarborough Centre): On a point 
of order, Madam Chair: I notice that there are no mem-
bers of the opposition here today. Are they aware? Are 
they in the building? 

The Chair: They were made aware yesterday, and 
they likely had a shorter drive than I would imagine most 
of the members here today did. They were aware of the 
meeting time. 

Mr. Duguid: I just noted that. I thought it was 
interesting. 

The Chair: It is. 
If you would identify yourselves for Hansard who will 

be speaking and the group that you speak for. When you 
begin, you will have 15 minutes. 

Mr. Anthony DeSantis Jr.: Good morning. My name 
is Anthony DeSantis Jr. I’m president of the Hamilton-
Halton Home Builders’ Association. With me today are 
Mike Foley, our planning consultant, and Doug Duke, 
our executive officer. I will be answering questions, as 
will Doug and Mike, depending on what the questions 
are for. 

The Chair: I just want to remind you that if you use 
all of your 15 minutes, then there won’t be an oppor-
tunity for questions. 

Mr. DeSantis Jr.: No problem. I will not take 15 
minutes. 

The Hamilton-Halton Home Builders’ Association 
represents approximately 300 home builders, trades, 
suppliers and related businesses in the Hamilton-Halton 
region. In 2004, over 7,000 new homes were built by our 
members in and around the greater Golden Horseshoe. 

Provincially, the housing industry contributed more 
than $33 billion to the economy and created employment 
for over 300,000 people. This makes the home-building 
industry one of the largest employers in Ontario. The 
impact of the housing industry on the province’s econ-
omy cannot be overstated, as approximately 20% of the 
price of every new home is the direct result of local, pro-
vincial and federal taxes imposed on the new homebuyer. 

We not only build homes, but we also build commun-
ities and economic prosperity in the communities where 
we live, work and raise our families. Because home 
ownership and the community’s built form is so integral 
to the makeup of our social fabric, any proposed changes 
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to the process through which housing is planned and built 
will profoundly affect our society as a whole. It is with 
this in mind that we provide our feedback regarding the 
government’s proposed greenbelt legislation, Bill 135. 

The biggest challenge facing the province is providing 
employment and housing opportunities to a population 
that is poised to increase by 3.7 million people by 2031. 
Approximately 200,000 of these people will call the 
Hamilton area home. The greenbelt legislation, as cur-
rently written, will have a devastating impact on our 
communities’ ability to adequately manage the housing 
and employment needs of this growing population. This 
is compounded by the fact that there are lands currently 
proposed to be included inside the greenbelt in both 
Grimsby and Hamilton that are already serviced, have 
fragmented ownership and are contiguous with existing 
development areas. The province needs to take a serious 
look at the boundaries of the greenbelt plan and seek 
consultation with local stakeholders before it is finalized. 

Although it would appear from the draft greenbelt map 
that there is plenty of land for future growth around 
Hamilton, the vast majority of these lands are within the 
Hamilton airport’s noise contours and are therefore 
prohibited for residential development. 

Hamilton has been, and continues to be, a leader in 
promoting sustainable development. According to the 
Urban Development Institute, the amalgamated city of 
Hamilton has the highest density of development in 
Ontario, at 23.8 units per hectare, even surpassing the 
development density of the amalgamated city of Toronto, 
at 23.5 units per hectare. Hamilton has developed at a 
density that is clearly consistent with the province’s 
objectives of smart growth, and will continue to do so. 

The problem with the province-wide mandate that 
40% of all new growth must be accommodated within 
existing built area boundaries as required in the Places to 
Grow discussion papers is that it fails to recognize the 
existing densities of municipalities. The guidelines for 
cities like Hamilton and Toronto, for example, should not 
be the same as for communities that have developed at 
significantly lower densities, such as Oakville. 

According to the Places to Grow discussion papers, 
the city of Hamilton will be required to accommodate an 
additional 80,000 people within its existing built boun-
dary. Quite simply, this is not possible. A recent OMB 
decision regarding the urban boundary expansion in 
Hamilton concluded that only 6,500 units, or approx-
imately 13,000 people, could be accommodated through 
intensification on existing brownfield sites—not 80,000, 
but 13,000. The implementation of the province’s object-
tive of accommodating 40% of the city’s growth within 
the existing built boundary will destabilize existing 
neighbourhoods and strain the social fabric of the city. 

The fact of the matter is that Hamilton is already 
putting the tools in place to manage future growth. 
Specifically, redevelopment in the city centre is taking 
hold, with over 1,000 units either approved or under 
construction in the downtown core. However, the 
pending imposition of a permanent greenbelt or urban 

growth boundary will adversely impact our industry’s 
ability to continue to accommodate and manage growth 
in a sustainable manner. 

The major impact of the proposed greenbelt is the 
effect on housing affordability. Since the introduction of 
the proposed legislation, the cost of raw land in the 
greater Golden Horseshoe has increased by as much as 
40%. This cost increase will directly impact the ability of 
first-time homebuyers to purchase a home, an 
opportunity that increases their financial equity and their 
standard of living. 

However, the impact will be felt primarily by lower-
income families, who have now been marginalized by the 
lack of affordable housing and the requirement to spend 
more household income on housing. According to the 
Vision 2020 annual sustainability indicators report, 16% 
of families in the city of Hamilton are considered low-
income. The price of social housing is similarly affected, 
given the increase in costs and competition for land. We 
must ensure that the province fosters a planning en-
vironment that allows for flexibility, affordability and 
accessibility across a wide economic spectrum of society. 

Recent research has shown that the imposition of an 
urban growth boundary and forced high-density require-
ments has a negative impact on the ability to manage 
traffic congestion. Contrary to popular belief, higher den-
sities will not decrease the number of cars on the road but 
will only serve to put more cars in a smaller area, thus 
increasing congestion and pollution. 
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In the Hamilton context, highway traffic congestion is 
mainly caused by the net deficit of commuters out of 
Hamilton to find work. Over the last 30 years, Hamilton 
has gone from being a net importer of 7,400 commuters 
to a commuter deficit of over 23,000 commuters. Clearly, 
there is a need for more serviced employment lands 
within the city of Hamilton to provide more opportunities 
for people to work in the community in which they live. 
As part of the city of Hamilton’s economic development 
initiative, the need for additional serviceable industrial 
land has been identified. The imposition of an urban 
growth boundary and the Places to Grow strategy will 
clearly have an adverse effect on the city’s ability to 
reverse the commuter flow and ease traffic congestion. 

The growth pressure on municipalities outside the 
urban growth boundary will increase significantly as 
well, as a result of the proposed greenbelt. This is called 
the leapfrog effect. These outlying municipalities have 
neither planned for nor have the capacity to accom-
modate this unexpected population growth resulting from 
the province’s direction. 

One of the main reasons that Hamilton and the GTA 
have both been able to accommodate growth is the ease 
of servicing capacity resulting from the proximity of 
Lake Ontario. Municipalities outside the proposed green-
belt currently rely on groundwater, rivers or minor lakes 
for their servicing strategies. 

The imposition of this unpredicted growth will un-
doubtedly strain the financial ability of these munici-
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palities to deal with the need for increased hard and soft 
services. This is not just sewers and water, but also 
schools, hospitals, policing and fire protection. The strain 
of these increased growth pressures on the social fabric 
will ultimately affect the quality of life we are trying to 
achieve for future generations. 

There is no evidence to support the premise that the 
imposition of an urban growth boundary will promote 
increased public transit use within municipalities. 
According to a study entitled Urban Transit in Canada—
Taking Stock, prepared for Transport Canada in July 
2001, although the absolute number of riders has 
increased over the years, the number of passenger trips 
per capita has not kept pace with population growth. It is 
not anticipated, even with large investments in transit, 
that work-related transit usage will significantly increase. 
Clearly, taxpayer dollars can be more efficiently spent in 
building infrastructure to support our growing population 
and providing employment and housing opportunities 
within the community. 

The Hamilton-Halton Home Builders’ Association 
believes in balanced growth—that is, growth which 
balances housing choice and the environment; long-term 
infrastructure requirements and the ability to pay for 
them; the need to implement controls and the need to 
provide affordable housing; and the need for trans-
portation links and the resulting needs of the com-
munities through which these links are planned. 

In conclusion, it is our position that at the provincial 
level there is a need to provide a balanced approach to 
urban growth which recognizes the necessity for contin-
ued greenfield development, intensification of develop-
ment in appropriate urban areas, brownfield redevelop-
ment and the efficient use of infrastructure spending. It is 
the view of our association that the province must 
provide a policy environment that will allow for a wide 
choice of housing, affordability and a high-quality 
standard of living for future generations of Ontarians. 

The Chair: Thank you. You’ve left about a minute 
and a half for each party, starting with Ms. Churley. 

Ms. Marilyn Churley (Toronto–Danforth): Thank 
you very much for your presentation. You made a lot of 
points, and I can’t get into all of them, but I wanted to 
have a better understanding of the leapfrog issue you 
raised and how that would impact on development in the 
Hamilton area. 

Mr. DeSantis Jr.: It basically comes down to supply 
and demand. If someone is looking for an affordable 
single-family home in a new area, with the amount of 
land that is presently available in this area a first-time 
buyer may not be able to afford it. So they may decide to 
go to Brantford, leap-frogging the greenbelt, jumping 
over, and you’ll get an increased demand in Brantford or 
other outlying areas, Caledonia or Paris, and you’ll see 
those areas boom because they can provide a product that 
we know people prefer and can afford, but can’t afford in 
this area. 

Ms. Churley: So if the greenbelt were to go ahead, 
despite your problems with it, would you then suggest 

that it should be expanded to deal with the fact that 
leapfrogging will happen? 

Mr. DeSantis Jr.: If you expand it, the leap just goes 
further and you get people commuting even further—
more highways to get to their jobs in the GTA, in 
Toronto, wherever they go to get to their work. So 
expanding the greenbelt isn’t going to help it. 

The Chair: The government side, Mr. Duguid. 
Mr. Duguid: I actually enjoyed listening to your 

conclusion: It’s your position that the provincial level 
needs to “provide a balanced approach to urban growth 
which recognizes the necessity for continued greenfield 
development, intensification of development in appro-
priate urban areas, brownfield redevelopment and the 
efficient use of infrastructure spending.” I think that we 
on this side are in total agreement with that approach, and 
that’s what the greenbelt is about: a balanced approach. 
We’ve set aside about 150 million acres of land for 
development. 

I guess my question to you is, how much more do you 
think should be set aside? The studies we’ve seen and the 
people we have talked to have said we need about 75 
million acres set aside for growth for the next 30 years 
and beyond. Do you think there needs to be more than 
that? 

Mr. DeSantis Jr.: I think you have to look at this area 
specifically. You can’t look at it as a whole, because this 
area has unique characteristics that may not apply when 
you’re talking about Toronto, for instance. As I said, the 
land that has been left here—the majority of it, a great 
amount of it—is protected and cannot be used for 
residential development because it’s under the airport 
corridor. Because of the noise contours, houses will not 
be able to be built there. Our concern is that in Hamilton 
specifically—the Hamilton CMA, they call it, through 
CMHC—there’s not enough in this area. It may be OK 
for a few years, but if you’re looking at a 10-year review, 
this community is going to come to a standstill and then 
the leapfrog effect may take hold. 

The Chair: The official opposition, Mr. Hudak. 
Mr. Tim Hudak (Erie–Lincoln): Thank you, gentle-

men, for the presentation. I think you hit the nail on the 
head: There’s a grave concern we are hearing at these 
hearings that the mapping exercise was done based more 
on political science than on environmental science. Here 
in Grimsby, at the west end, you mentioned land already 
serviced for development in Winona. I know my col-
league Ms. Mossop has raised those concerns as well. 
Then there are areas that probably should be protected. 
We’ve heard about Boyd Park. We’ve heard about 
Parkview in Dundas and Marcy’s Woods here in the 
peninsula. 

What do you suggest as a remedy? Instead of using the 
Liberal campaign document for the boundaries, what’s 
the best way of doing it? Should it be based on a third-
party peer review, should there be an appeal mechanism, 
or do you trust the minister to get it right? 

Mr. DeSantis Jr.: We haven’t seen any economic 
studies done on how it’s going to affect the ability of 
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people to buy a home. I haven’t seen scientific studies on 
how this was determined. We’ve heard from farmers who 
have said they’ve protected land that’s tender fruit land 
but nothing is growing on it. It hasn’t protected the 
farmer. It seems to us that it has just been a random 
selection. At the one seminar we were in, they were using 
data from the late 1970s. So we’re concerned about the 
way it’s been implemented. We don’t have all the details, 
and we think it has kind of been rushed to get it in. 

Mr. Hudak: A remedy from here? 
Mr. DeSantis Jr.: A remedy is to get these studies 

done. If it’s a third party to look at it, that would be 
fantastic, but there definitely have to be further investi-
gations and studies done on it. 

The Chair: Thank you for your time this morning. 
We appreciate your being here. 

GRAPE GROWERS OF ONTARIO 
The Chair: Our next delegation is the Grape Growers 

of Ontario. Good morning and welcome. Could you 
identify yourself and the organization you represent for 
Hansard. When you begin, you’ll have 15 minutes. 

Mr. Ray Duc: Madam Chair and committee, my 
name is Ray Duc. I have been the chairman of the Grape 
Growers of Ontario for the past two years. The Grape 
Growers of Ontario is an organization that represents 560 
grape growers across Ontario. 

I’d also like to acknowledge the local politicians who 
have been strong advocates of our voice: Jennifer Mos-
sop; Kim Craitor, who has been very strong for us right 
from the beginning; Tim Hudak; Jim Bradley; and Peter 
Kormos. 

From the time that Bill 135 was introduced, the Grape 
Growers of Ontario supported this vision of a greenbelt. 
It is truly a bold and visionary step, and, implemented 
properly, will create a lasting legacy for all Ontarians. 
This land base that we’re preserving is critical for our 
industry to grow into the future, and I believe that it will 
grow. Right now, there’s no room for growth; there’s no 
market for growth. That’s where we are now, but I 
believe that in the future there will be stronger demand 
for Ontario grapes. 
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The grape industry is seen by some to be the jewel of 
agriculture in Ontario. The fact is that this jewel is 
hanging on a thin chain. The grape juice industry is in a 
crisis situation. Grapes for the production of juice repre-
sent 25% of our total production. A task force was struck 
to address the many pressures this segment of the 
industry is facing. These challenges include prices below 
the cost of production, a declining market which is con-
trolled by U.S. interests, aging vineyards and aging pro-
cessing plant. Next week we will meet with the federal 
and provincial ag. ministers to submit our final report on 
this segment of our industry. I hope that during your 
deliberations you take the time to read this task force 
document, which is entitled Towards a Secure Future. 

In 2003, the wine grape crop was cut by half in one 
night by temperatures that dropped to below –20 degrees 

Celsius. In 2004, temperatures again fell. Many sensitive 
varieties in low-lying vineyards were without a crop. 
During the nights of January 28 and 29, 2005—last 
week—minimum temperatures across the grape-growing 
region of Niagara were between –20 and –30 degrees 
Celsius. It is certain that significant damage has already 
occurred to next year’s crop. Fans would help stabilize 
our crop, but the investment is large and we cannot 
absorb these additional costs while trying to compete in a 
global market. In this global market, our competition 
enjoys lower costs for labour, pesticides—everything is 
cheaper—more favourable weather and a myriad of 
government subsidies. 

For many varieties, the prices we are receiving are 
below prices in 1996. When we get a normal winter and a 
good growing season, our vineyards will produce a crop 
that will exceed wineries’ needs. We will be facing a 
surplus of wine grapes in Ontario, yet as we deal with 
this surplus, grapes by the boatload will come into 
Ontario from wine regions such as Chile. The wine will 
be blended in a 70-30 blend, 70% being the imported part 
of the bottle, and sold as the “Wines of Ontario.” 

The future of our industry is in the VQA segment. 
This segment must be promoted, and legitimacy must be 
brought back to the term “Wines of Ontario.” VQA is 
100% Ontario grapes. We see growth of this segment as 
critical so that there is demand for Ontario grapes. Right 
now, not even half our crop is going into VQA, and the 
rest is getting blended away. In Ontario, we can’t com-
pete against Chile; it’s not possible. So we have to grow 
that VQA section through a promotion of VQA wine in 
stores, increased shelf space—many things can be done. 

The LCBO and the whole beverage alcohol system in 
Ontario are going to be reviewed over the next several 
months. Let’s use this opportunity to promote greenbelt 
products such as VQA wines. Australian and Chilean 
wines are doing just fine. Why do we promote them? 
Let’s stop promoting agriculture on the other side of the 
world and see what needs to be done here. 

My members are being asked to give up their land 
rights, including the right to retire on their own farms. 
These rights have tangible value, and yet no compen-
sation in any form has been offered. If the government of 
Ontario is going to commit our lands to the production of 
food, then there must be a commitment to agriculture, 
and the depth of this commitment must be known before 
the bill becomes law. 

Bill 135 states that agriculture should be the pre-
dominant land use within the greenbelt, but the bill has 
nothing to support this vision. Agriculture is a fragile 
industry. It will not be a viable land use without the 
support of all Ontarians. Until we see this support in 
place, we cannot support the greenbelt legislation. How-
ever, be assured that the Grape Growers of Ontario are 
committed to helping Bill 135 to be a success. We are 
convinced that the policies outlined in our submission to 
you today will help ensure the success of the greenbelt 
legislation. 

How much time do I have left? 
The Chair: Nine minutes. You’re OK. 
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Mr. Duc: We have submitted a presentation to this 
committee. I would like to take just a few more minutes 
to highlight some of the points in it. I would like to stress 
that many of these things do not cost anything; they 
could be implemented with a pen and not a chequebook. 

Buy Ontario First: We welcome the government’s 
beverage and alcohol review. This is a great opportunity 
to support Ontario products. Buy Ontario First has to be 
foremost in government policy from this day forward if 
this legislation is going to work. 

Market development: Currently, over 50% of our 
grapes are being purchased by two large processors. 
Government support is needed for new processors to be 
able to enter the market. If in the future there is a surplus 
of grapes, growers do not want to operate in an 
environment in which grapes are being dumped. 

Fair taxation: Value-added is the way of the future. 
Many growers will step into wineries with their own 
investment, but they’re going to need help to do this. 
Ontario’s agriculture sector deserves to receive the same 
treatment as the Ministry of Finance provided to the 
maple sugar industry. 

Strengthening right-to-farm and trespass legislation: 
This is critical also. We have to be able to do the things 
we need to do to be profitable and not be criticized or 
constantly fighting with other land uses in our area. The 
fans that I spoke of earlier are one example. They’re 
going to be part of our future in the grape industry if 
we’re going to be viable, and the complaints are already 
pouring in about the noise. We need the right to farm and 
we need the laws to back it up. 

Harmonization of pesticides: This story is as old as the 
hills. We need to be in tune with the United States so 
we’re competitive with them. 

Research: Don Ziraldo is in the room; Don is starting 
an initiative to start a research foundation. He needs 
support from government. This has to go. We can’t be a 
viable industry without research. We need to know what 
varieties and what clones will survive these winters if 
we’re going to grow in the future. Ladybugs are a major 
threat. We need research done to know how to combat 
this pest. 

Niagara municipalities: We’re behind our municipal-
ities. We need the infrastructure to be competitive world-
wide. We need the mid-Peninsula corridor to take the 
pressure off our fruit lands. 

There are some things in the greenbelt legislation in 
terms of severances. In Niagara, the legislation talks of 
being able to split a 100-acre farm in two and cultivate 
50. There are no 100-acre farms in Niagara—very few. 
This is one reason why Niagara has to be treated differ-
ently than the rest of Ontario. It’s unique. Farm sizes are 
smaller. 

Irrigation is critical to the future of any agricultural 
area. In the States, in a dry area, the government comes 
in and digs ditches; they bring the army in to do what has 
to be done. This kind of thing isn’t done in Ontario, yet 
we have to complete against them. 

In conclusion, be assured that the Grape Growers of 
Ontario are committed to helping Ontario’s greenbelt be 
a success. We are convinced that the policies outlined 
above in our report will ensure that success. It is 
important to note that most of the initiatives outlined will 
come at no cost to the government. We are convinced 
that they are balanced, reasonable recommendations that 
will create an extraordinary legacy for the people of 
Ontario in Niagara’s microclimate and will not only 
ensure the viability of agriculture but will allow Niagara 
to take its rightful place in the world. It will create a 
legacy that your government and the people of Ontario 
will cherish for decades to come. 

If I have any time, I’d be happy to take questions. 
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The Chair: We have about a minute and a half for 
each party. From the government side, Mrs Van Bommel. 

Mrs. Maria Van Bommel (Lambton–Kent–Middle-
sex): Thank you, Mr. Duc, for your presentation. Early 
on in your presentation you mentioned that the greenbelt 
legislation would prevent you from being able to retire on 
your farm. I don’t see anything like that in the legislation 
at all, and I don’t see anything like that in the plan, so 
how did you come upon the impression that you’re not 
allowed to retire on your farm? 

Mr. Duc: Prior to the legislation, we had the right to 
take a retirement lot, sever a lot on our farm and build a 
house on it. 

Mrs. Van Bommel: So you’re talking about a 
severance. 

Mr. Duc: Yes. That is being taken away. For the 
grower who is planning his retirement, it’s an additional 
cost to do this, because he must now buy a lot in town. 

Mrs. Van Bommel: But it is permitted under the plan. 
Mr. Duc: What is? 
Mrs. Van Bommel: To take a severance. 
Mr. Duc: Not a retirement severance. 
Mrs. Van Bommel: OK. The size of the lot is what 

we’re talking about, then. 
Mr. Duc: Yes. 
Mrs. Van Bommel: Regarding Buy Ontario First, we 

do have the Foodland Ontario program. From what 
you’re saying, I take it that you feel that doesn’t work for 
you as an industry. 

Mr. Duc: Foodland Ontario is a fantastic program. It 
works very well for the products it’s used with: tender 
fruit, peaches, vegetables. Why don’t we put it on our 
grape juice labels, and a winery will want to use it? It’s a 
great program, and it should be expanded. 

Mrs. Van Bommel: So you really would like to see 
that program expanded. 

Mr. Duc: And other policies that would encourage the 
use of Ontario product. Why can’t it be used in all 
government institutions, such as schools, hospitals and 
government buildings? There should be no Washington 
apples in schools. Ontario apples should be in schools 
and hospitals. 

Mrs. Van Bommel: I can certainly agree with you on 
that. 
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The Chair: Mr. Hudak, from the official opposition. 
Mr. Hudak: Thanks, Ray, to you and the grape 

growers for this well-thought-out presentation. Thanks 
for your kind words too about the MPPs from all three 
parties. My friend Peter Kormos has also been a strong 
advocate for the grape growers and his constituents. As 
you probably know, he’s sinking his teeth into the pit bull 
legislation, so to speak. Sorry for the bad pun. I know he 
wished he could be with us, but he’s in Brantford for pit 
bulls. 

I have a short, quick question and a long question for 
you. 

You talked about increasing shelf space in the LCBO 
for VQA wines, which I fully support. Do you have a 
target that you think is reasonable for the government to 
achieve on shelf space for VQA wines? 

Mr. Duc: We are working on a report that we’ll 
submit within about two weeks. Right now, all I can say 
is “more.” 

Mr. Hudak: You raise a lot of very good and well-
thought-out points about specifics that the government 
could bring forward as part of an agriculture strategy. In 
fact, their own task force, chaired by Mayor MacIsaac, 
said that they should have this hand in hand with the 
greenbelt legislation. Do you think it is a fair request, on 
behalf of farmers, that that agricultural plan should be on 
the table before they call this for a final vote in the 
Legislature? 

Mr. Duc: I think it’s critical. If they want the support 
of the farm organizations, they’re going to have to come 
up with their commitment to agriculture. They’re asking 
us for a commitment, so we’re asking them for a 
commitment. 

Mr. Hudak: The last— 
The Chair: I’m sorry, but you have no time for a 

further question. Ms. Churley. 
Ms. Churley: I don’t know who drew the short end of 

the stick, but those of us who know him think Peter 
Kormos is more appropriate to deal with pit bull 
legislation than I. 

Mr. Duc: Maybe he thought we’d bite harder. 
Ms. Churley: I welcome your submission today. You 

did a very good job of pointing out many problems in the 
industry. As you know, I’m a former minister, and I was 
responsible in that area and worked very closely with the 
industry. 

Your point about the government’s review of the 
beverage and alcohol sector is a good one, because one of 
the notable absences in the terms of reference was 
exactly what you’re talking about. As a publicly owned 
entity, it’s a perfect opportunity to adopt Buy Ontario 
First, unlike if it were privatized. That’s a great idea, and 
I’ll be bringing that forward as one of the key mandates 
of this review. 

She’s probably going to say that don’t have time 
because I spoke too long, but what percentage of Ontario 
wine could be supplied by the Grape Growers of Ontario 
at this point? 

Mr. Duc: Half. That just off the top of my head, a 
ballpark figure. 

Ms. Churley: So you just need some policy changes 
and you’re ready to— 

Mr. Duc: I’m very concerned about the growth. We 
haven’t had a full crop for three years now. A full crop 
would produce a surplus. Legislation needs to be changed 
to address this on a graduated scale, over time. 

The Chair: Thank you for your time this morning. 
We appreciate your being here. 

PRESERVATION OF AGRICULTURAL 
LANDS SOCIETY 

The Chair: Our next delegation is the Preservation of 
Agricultural Lands Society. Welcome, and good morn-
ing. Please identify yourself for Hansard, and the group 
you’re speaking for. When you begin, you will have 15 
minutes. 

Dr. John Bacher: I’m Dr John Bacher. I’m a 
researcher with the Preservation of Agricultural Lands 
Society. 

Before getting into my prepared remarks, I thought I 
would like to respond to some of the comments from the 
Hamilton home builders. A lot of these comments were 
quite disturbing, especially their claim that there is no 
connection between urban density, auto dependency and 
urban sprawl. It is almost a fundamental cornerstone of 
land use planning that these assumptions exist, and these 
are based on good studies.  

The Hamilton speakers did not cite a specific city, at 
least from what I heard, but what has been well known 
by land use planning is the contrast between the cities of 
Vienna, Austria, and Phoenix, Arizona, two great, differ-
ent municipalities in terms of density and automotive 
dependency, Phoenix having very low density and being 
very dependent on the automobile and Vienna having 
higher densities and generally the most efficient public 
transit system in the world. 

In relation to their statements about home prices, I’m 
from the city of St. Catharines and have been quite 
engaged in its land use planning since I was 12 years old. 
We’ve had permanent urban boundaries since 1981 and 
there hasn’t been this escalation of housing prices. Why 
is this? Because there was, adjacent to the city of St. 
Catharines, a very large area of surplus industrial land, 
known as the Glendale industrial park, which was re-
designated to residential use. It’s very common in North 
America for there to be four times as much industrial 
land as is reasonably needed, and over time these lands 
actually do get redesignated to residential because the 
landowner is in a type of zoning where the land is 
unmarketable if the land is vacant. 

As I indicated, I wish to begin with the historical 
experience of land use planning in the past 10 years, 
which I think we have to understand is the real reason 
we’re here today. One important development is the 
demise of the Niagara tender fruit land program in June 
1995. This program would have provided for the pur-
chase of restrictive covenants throughout the Niagara 
tender fruit growing area. This program would have 
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eased the financial difficulties of growers farming on the 
most expensive land for agricultural crops in Canada and 
protected the land in perpetuity. 

Until 1996, the Planning Act had provided that there 
would be no expansion of urban settlements on to 
specialty crop land, without exception. These policies 
were intended to strengthen what was already there in the 
Niagara policy plan, which through appendix B provides 
that such boundaries, when adjacent to unique Niagara 
grape and tender fruit lands, should be considered per-
manent. 

Following the weakening of the Planning Act, the 
OMB made the worst decision for the fate of the unique 
Niagara fruit lands since the policy plan was adopted in 
1981. Ignoring the provisions of appendix B, it permitted 
a 550-acre expansion of the urban settlement area for the 
town of Pelham. This decision has been cited as 
justification for others who may wish to encroach upon 
the unique fruit land uses, especially in St. Catharines, 
and for some already allowed urban uses. 
1040 

At the same time that the Planning Act was being 
gutted, the provincial government paradoxically moved 
to strengthen land use policies impacting on the Oak 
Rides moraine. Key provisions of the new Oak Ridges 
Moraine Protection Act made it more difficult to expand 
urban boundaries of urban settlements within its borders. 
Most significantly, the act imposed a 10-year moratorium 
on such expansions. 

The current situation shows the need to have planning 
provisions similar to those of the Oak Ridges Moraine 
Protection Act for other comparable unique and signifi-
cant landscapes around the province. The 10-year mora-
torium for the moraine should also be applied to the 
comparably hydrologically significant Niagara Escarp-
ment. The Niagara Escarpment, like the Oak Ridges 
moraine feature, is an important stream recharge and 
headwaters area. 

The Niagara Escarpment Commission planning area is 
now facing several urban expansion requests. Likewise, 
the escarpment link lands—850 acres in the Burlington 
area close to the Niagara Escarpment—are facing strong 
pressures for urban expansion. One of the strongest 
features of the Greenbelt Act is that it will prevent urban 
expansions on to these agricultural areas that buffer the 
Niagara Escarpment. 

The Niagara fruit belt, a much smaller area than the 
Niagara Escarpment, is also unique and threatened by 
urbanization. Like the escarpment, it needs special pro-
tections that are designed to prevent urban expansions 
forever. This is provided for in the greenbelt draft plan: 
strong protection that is provided to only one other 
agricultural area, the Holland Marsh. 

The government is to be commended for its decision 
to restore the permanent protection for the Niagara fruit 
belt that was removed in 1995, with disastrous results. 
This protection is also provided in the draft provincial 
policy statement, which is expected to become part of the 
new Planning Act this spring. 

The government deserves particular commendation for 
its decision in the draft greenbelt plan to extend the 
Niagara fruit belt area to include most of the shadow fruit 
belt south of the Niagara Escarpment. As Dr. Leonard 
Gertler’s work for the Niagara Escarpment illustrates, 
this area is increasingly important for grape growing. 
One of our greatest achievements was in 1978, in per-
suading the Ontario Municipal Board to remove 1,200 
acres of grape lands from the Thorold urban zoning 
boundary in this shadow fruit belt immediately south of 
Lake Gibson. 

One important limitation of the greenbelt is that St. 
Catharines is the only large city in excess of 100,000 
population where the greenbelt boundaries come up 
against an urban zoning boundary. All the other large 
municipalities—Hamilton, Richmond Hill, Brampton, 
Milton, Oshawa, Pickering—are allowed more than 
ample room for future urban expansions. 

Other cities in the greenbelt should be restricted in the 
same manner as St. Catharines. This is because, as the 
work of the Neptis Foundation illustrates in comparing 
the existing urban growth boundary, there is more than 
enough land in this area to accommodate growth for the 
next 30 years. It’s clear that what is projected would 
allow far too much development and that this land is 
better in terms of agricultural quality than the lands 
inside the proposed greenbelt. 

We are aware that statements have been made that 
people disagree with the Neptis figures. We haven’t seen 
any hard data to indicate where these figures are wrong. 
But when we look at these figures, what we see is that 
they’re too conservative. They omit some lands such as 
quarries that are in urban boundaries, which, over time, 
will probably be redeveloped for urban use. 

From our observation, what really gets left out in all 
these calculations of land supply is dry industrially zoned 
land, which is scattered all over the countryside. There 
has never been an actual attempt really to estimate what 
the capacity of brownfield sites is. What we get is a 
mapping of these sites, but we never really get how much 
housing is likely to be on these brownfield sites. It’s just 
a total figure of how much there are out there. 

The draft provincial policy statement is written in a 
fine way, but I think it would be better if it was just 
explicit that there not be any urban boundary expansions, 
because if you look at the methodology there, saying 
municipalities will have to have brownfield redevelop-
ment, will have to achieve higher densities than what 
they have now—there wouldn’t be any expansions. Why 
not just say it in the provincial policy statement in the 
Greenbelt Act and so forth? 

Apart from making it more difficult to have an urban 
boundary expansion, I would consider the greenbelt 
legislation very weak legislation because, apart from this 
needed reform, the actual zoning is just what’s already 
there in municipal plans and zoning bylaws and official 
plans. 

What is most disturbing is—this isn’t a major problem 
in Niagara, although it is an issue in Niagara-on-the-
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Lake—that there are these areas of permissive rural 
zoning. This is really an unfortunate evolution of plan-
ning history in Ontario how this rural zoning comes 
about. A better name to call this would be the “zone of 
bad planning” because what it essentially says is that the 
countryside can be protected if it’s good agricultural 
land. If it’s not, you can have all sorts of severances 
unless essentially the public health authority says you 
can’t have the severance. It’s something that should not 
be permitted in just the greenbelt, these rural permissive 
zones, but not allowed in the province. One of the most 
disturbing aspects of the proposed plan is that it actually 
invites municipalities to expand this rural zone larger 
than currently exists, which I think would just invite a 
flood of applications for bad planning. 

There’s another aspect of this. Even in areas that are 
supposedly protected as good general agricultural land in 
the official plan— 

The Chair: Dr. Bacher, I don’t mean to interrupt your 
train of thought, but you only have a minute left. 

Dr. Bacher: Thank you. 
We encourage more programs for land stewardship, 

especially the revival of the Niagara tender fruit lands 
program. We wouldn’t like it just as it was in 1994 but, 
for the reasons that the speaker previous to me indicated, 
we think it should also be applied to grape lands. 

The Chair: There isn’t enough time for any group to 
ask you any questions. Thank you for your delegation. 
We appreciate your being here today. 
1050 

MOUNTAIN ROAD WINE CO. 
The Chair: Our next delegation is the Mountain Road 

Wine Co. 
Good morning and welcome. Could you identify 

yourself and the company you represent, once you get 
yourself organized. When you begin, you will have 15 
minutes. Should you use all your time, we won’t be able 
to ask you any questions, but if you don’t, we’ll get an 
opportunity to question you on your statement. 

Mr. Steve Kocsis: Thank you. My name is Steve 
Kocsis. I’m a farmer, a winery owner. Madam Chairman 
and members of the committee, thank you for giving me 
the chance to speak to you about the proposed greenbelt 
legislation. I live in Beamsville and try to make a living 
as a fruit and grape farmer, in part on the same property 
that my parents purchased in 1958. I grew up on this 
farm and went to public and high school in Beamsville. 

In 1981, I sold my business in Toronto and moved 
back to Beamsville so I could raise my children on a 
farm. I wanted to instill in my daughter and son a love of 
the land, to teach them to be stewards of the land, to 
enable them to cherish the privilege of watching bud-
burst in the spring, to give them the chance to balance 
their lives with the sweet aromas of bloom in the vine-
yard, the joy of fruit ripening in the orchard, to provide 
them with the soul-soothing balm of grapes hanging 
heavy on the vine, gathering sugar from the autumn 

sunlight. The proposed greenbelt legislation is threaten-
ing the continuation of our family farm. 

The economic viability of grape farming has been 
slowly diminished over the past 10 years due to the 
power given through legislation to monopoly forces in 
the grape and wine industry. The two largest wineries, 
with their grandfathered retail outlets, enjoy a strangle-
hold, along with the LCBO, on marketing wine, the 
primary product of my land. The monopoly, granted in 
the wake of the free trade agreement, was set in place to 
help Ontario-grown grapes and wine. Both the monop-
olist corporations and the LCBO have betrayed the pur-
pose of their privileged position in the marketplace and 
are advocating measures to the greenbelt review panel to 
protect their lucrative retail monopoly at the expense of 
the grape growers of Ontario. 

By locking farmers into the narrow confines of being 
primary producers, they are protecting their retail monop-
oly profits and creating a culture of farmers as serfs on 
their own land. They, along with government, expect us 
to continue to produce product at below our cost of pro-
duction to fuel their shareholder revenue and the overly 
burdensome government tax revenue extracted from the 
industry. 

The Vincor/Andrés/Wine Council of Ontario agenda is 
to drive down the price of grapes and hence the price of 
land. Without the option of diversifying their farm oper-
ations to alternative income streams, the value of the 
land, the equity farmers have built up over generations, 
would disappear. The same corporate agenda resulted in 
a huge consolidation of vineyards in California, driving 
out the individual family farms and eventually a lot of the 
small wineries. It is a tried-and-true formula: drive down 
the price of the land, buy out the farmers at a pittance and 
return profits to the shareholders. 

Seeing the inevitable trends, I chose to maintain the 
viability of my farm by starting a small winery. I had to 
struggle against the town of Lincoln, which was prepared 
to accept the Wine Council of Ontario recommendation 
for minimum size for farm wineries of 50 acres. It was a 
hard-fought struggle to convince the town that preventing 
the formation of small wineries was not in the best 
interests of the town of Lincoln. The region of Niagara, 
the Niagara Escarpment Commission and the province of 
Ontario, through its various ministries and regulatory 
agencies, cost me five years of my life and hundreds of 
thousands of dollars of debt before I could open a 500-
square-foot retail wine shop on my farm. 

The greenbelt legislation, as it is currently proposed, 
will be another wet blanket of bureaucracy trying to 
smother farm viability. Our only hope to stay afloat and 
keep the land productive and green is policies across 
various provincial ministries to enhance our economic 
viability. 

Farmers need the freedom to develop their properties 
for value-added businesses, whether it be wineries, agri-
tourism or on-farm processing and retail ventures. The 
minimum size proposal for farms to be 50 or 25 acres is 
way too high. The five acres of planted vineyard required 
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by the AGCO for a farm winery and retail shop should be 
the acreage requirement in the greenbelt legislation. The 
minimum requirement of $12,000 gross production by 
the Ministry of Agriculture for farmer status should be 
the one reflected in the greenbelt legislation. The restric-
tion of building size for an on-farm enterprise should be 
eliminated or raised to 5,000 square feet. 

The red wine chosen for the Legislative Assembly din-
ing room for this year comes from an 11.2-acre farm, 
made in a 3,200-square-foot building. Please do not stifle 
craft wineries by unworkable restrictions. The gross non-
farm income limit for on-farm enterprise should be 
scrapped. 

The greenbelt legislation has to work for farmers, not 
against them. The Ministry of Agriculture arbitrator that 
awarded over $4 million to Vincor and Andrés at the 
expense of 550 grape growers has to be reminded of the 
objectives of the greenbelt plant. His pride in declaring 
that the cost of production is an irrelevant criterion in his 
decision has to be curbed. 

The LCBO review process has to enhance the value of 
our Ontario grapes and wineries producing 100% On-
tario-grown wine. Granting each farm winery two or 
three off-premise wine shop licences, as is done in many 
American border states, would go a long way to invigor-
ate the grape and wine industry. Protecting the 300 
grandfathered wine stores that sell imported blended 
Chilean wines and 600 LCBO stores that enthusiastically 
promote every import from around the world with 
Ontario taxpayer money, but only grudgingly allows 
access to a few Ontario wines, does not serve the pro-
posed greenbelt objectives. 

Please do not underestimate the long-term effects of 
the greenbelt legislation. The key to protecting the 
farmland is to provide economic viability to those who 
farm the land. The heavy hand of greenbelt legislation 
should not only reach on to my land, but it should play its 
cards at all provincial ministry tables and it should trump 
all ministries whose policies stifle farm viability. 

Clean up your own house first before you come barg-
ing onto my property. Bring to heel the Farm Products 
Marketing Commission, consumer and commercial re-
lations, the Alcohol and Gaming Commission of Ontario, 
the Liquor Control Board of Ontario, Environment, 
Finance, municipal assessment, the Niagara Escarpment 
Commission, regional government and municipal gov-
ernment. They all should be obligated to further the ob-
jectives of the greenbelt plan. 

Do not put the burden on the shoulders of the farmer 
alone. Do not enrage us by bragging how this will not 
cost the urban voters a penny. Do not transfer the value 
of our farm equity into the hands of land speculators who 
have staked out their claim in the magical zone between 
urban boundaries and greenbelt boundaries. 

Instead of drawing lines on a map without having set 
foot on the land, the greenbelt legislation should draw 
lines in every ministry and policy-making body and 
bureaucratic structure empowered by the provincial 
Legislature. Only then will you have done your job of 

protecting the most precious resource we can pass on to 
the next generation: a land green and healthy and 
prosperous, supporting a vibrant and economically viable 
rural community, a community where people have the 
time and resources for their children and fellow rural 
citizens, a community that provides healthy and whole-
some food for your table, grown and vinted in Ontario. 
1100 

The Chair: Thank you, sir. You’ve left two minutes 
for each party, beginning with the official opposition. 

Mr. Hudak: Steve, thanks very much. You and I have 
had a good chance to talk about this personally in the 
past, and you bring forward today some of the passion 
and frustration that grape growers and small winery 
owners are feeling about this legislation. I think there’s 
support of the principle, but if the government doesn’t 
pony up funds to support the agriculture industry, grape 
growers and small municipalities, you bring forward 
relevant scepticism that it’s going to work. 

We’ve been waiting for the agriculture support plan 
for a long time. It’s like waiting for the Maple Leafs to 
win the Cup. It’s promised every year, but it doesn’t 
seem to come through. 

Ms. Churley: How far back, Tim? 
Mr. Hudak: To 1967, if I’m right. 
Interjections. 
Mr. Hudak: Chair, they’re eating into my time with 

their jokes over there. 
VQA store legislation is before the Legislature, a 

private member’s bill I have that is coming for debate in 
March to allow owners to cross-sell, and potentially for 
more licences for small owners. Do you think that’s a 
good approach? Is that part of the equation? You talked 
about the grandfathered licences and how you’re restrict-
ed. How would you resolve that issue? 

Mr. Kocsis: I think the ownership of any new retail 
outlets should be vested in land-based wineries, so each 
existing winery and any proposed new wineries should 
have the opportunity to have off-site stores so they could 
tap the market that’s being blocked to us by the current 
monopoly in wine retailing. 

Mr. Hudak: If you want, you might also have some 
thoughts to share about the taxation system through the 
LCBO and the viability of that for small Ontario 
wineries. 

Mr. Kocsis: Unfortunately, unless you’re doing ex-
tremely large volumes, the profit margins provided by 
sale to the LCBO under their pricing structure are not 
viable. It’s not only a question of access to shelf space 
but also of viable margins for small craft wineries that 
produce grapes in Ontario and make wine from 100% 
Ontario grapes. 

Mr. Hudak: Do you think it’s fair and reasonable— 
The Chair: Mr. Hudak, your time will expire in about 

five seconds. 
Mr. Hudak: —to ask for the government to come up 

with their agricultural support plan before passing this 
legislation? 

Mr. Kocsis: I think that if it takes another two years 
before this greenbelt legislation is enacted, and that’s 



G-710 STANDING COMMITTEE ON GENERAL GOVERNMENT 2 FEBRUARY 2005 

how long it takes for the government to revamp all its 
policies as they affect agriculture, they will do a lot more 
good for long-term viability and keeping the countryside 
green than to very hurriedly pass this legislation as it 
stands today. 

The Chair: Ms. Churley, you have the next two 
minutes. 

Ms. Churley: Are you a poet in your spare time? 
Mr. Kocsis: I have a lot of time to reflect in my 

vineyard. 
Ms. Churley: This is a very poetic submission. Thank 

you very much as well for outlining some of the prob-
lems you’re facing. I wonder if you could, because of 
course there’s not enough time—with or without the 
greenbelt, what are the main priorities that you need to 
see the government act on right away to help you and all 
the other farmers in your area remain viable? 

Mr. Kocsis: I’m very disappointed that I couldn’t 
continue being a primary producer, because my first love 
is grape farming, and I wish I could have maintained 
income support for my family from doing that. The 
biggest help to that would be to allow the growers—
whether it be juice grapes or tender fruit—to somehow 
get, out of the marketplace, at least their cost of 
production and some sort of return on their labour and 
investment. As a primary producer, I don’t know how 
that could be done. But certainly, if the government feels 
that this environmental greenbelt policy is a high enough 
priority and if there is enough political will, then all the 
other issues can be bent to at least produce viability on 
the farm. That would be the first thing. 

Certainly the winery issue is a very narrow issue that 
affects the Niagara Peninsula. I have a large investment 
in it, both in time and effort and in hopes for my children 
to continue farming using the vehicle of a small winery 
to make it viable. There are many things that the govern-
ment can do—and many things that the government can 
stop doing—to help us. 

The Chair: From the government side, Mrs. Van 
Bommel. 

Mrs. Van Bommel: You’ve been in the industry a 
long time, and you talk about the crisis. How long has 
this crisis in the wine industry been going on? 

Mr. Kocsis: I think the genesis of the crisis was the 
free trade agreement. There were moves set afoot to re-
vamp the production of Ontario grapes to higher quality 
grapes. At the same time, certain provisions were made 
for existing players in the market to have their retail 
stores grandfathered, with the objective of providing out-
lets for Ontario-grown product. Somehow that objective 
has been lost, but they have retained these very lucrative 
stores. The LCBO has expressed no moral or practical 
obligation to help the Ontario industry, and slowly we’re 
coming under more and more price pressure from 
monopolistic forces that control—they’re our biggest 
customer, because we can’t develop other markets. 
They’re forcing the price down below the cost of 
production. 

Mrs. Van Bommel: So basically this has been going 
on for quite a long time—and the last team didn’t do 
much to help the Maple Leafs win either. 

Mr. Kocsis: I used to be a Maple Leafs fan; I couldn’t 
understand how somebody from Beamsville could root 
for Montreal. I’m used to being on the losing side, and 
unfortunately, as a farmer, you take your licks from the 
weather and the politicians and the marketplace. I’m here 
before you to ask you to help us. I don’t want to lay 
blame; I would like you to help us. 

Ms. Jennifer F. Mossop (Stoney Creek): You made 
a brilliant submission and have really spoken well to the 
frustrations you’ve experienced. My concern, having 
been out in this area for some time, is that if we lift this 
moratorium and wait another two years, the indiscrimin-
ate paving over of what little tender fruit land remains 
will continue to the point where there won’t be any land, 
and thus not much need for the farmer either. Is there a 
way we can do both? 

Mr. Kocsis: Without getting into something too 
lengthy, I’ll tell you that I farm 55 acres inside the urban 
boundary of Beamsville. The day this legislation was 
announced, I had a developer offering me $130,000 an 
acre for my land, which was $60,000 over the value of 
the land the day before the legislation was announced—
I’m also a practising real estate broker dealing mostly in 
farm and country properties, so I know about values. The 
only reason I did not sell—and I had an opportunity to 
sell—is that I felt this legislation is transferring the equity 
of my neighbours on to lands that are inside the boun-
daries or within certain future developable boundaries, 
and I’m not going to profit by stealing the land of my 
neighbouring farmers. 

The only thing that’s keeping me from selling is my 
strong, passionate belief that one day my vineyard will be 
worth more as a vineyard than as subdivision land. I will 
work, my children will work and I hope my grand-
children will work to prove that to be true. If you look at 
land values in California, they are US$150,000 an acre 
for productive vineyard. Up here we’re at $30,000 or 
$40,000. I believe that if the government gives the 
industry a chance, we will be the Napa of the north. I’m 
taking a long-shot gamble and putting my life and my 
livelihood on it, but leave it to us to save the land and 
give us the tools to save the land. I will not stay on a 
piece of land that drives me into bankruptcy, but I will 
put everything I have into making a living for my chil-
dren and to pass something on to them that’s viable. 

The Chair: Thank you for your delegation today. We 
appreciate your being here. 
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AUSTIN KIRKBY 
The Chair: Our next delegation is Austin Kirkby. 
Good morning. Could you identify yourself for 

Hansard? When you begin, you’ll have 10 minutes. 
Ms. Austin Kirkby: My name is Austin Kirkby. I’m a 

farmer; I’ve been farming since 1963. I’m also a muni-
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cipal councillor for the town of Niagara-on-the-Lake; 
I’ve been one for—this is my 13th year. 

Excuse the prop, but I brought a large map of our farm 
sizes to show you all that we are unique in our farm size 
for this area. These are just some pictures of the irrigation 
channels we have done and two ads from the Liquor 
Control Board. You can’t see it, but up at the very top is 
our farm, fully planted with about eight and a half to nine 
acres of grapes. 

Thank you for the opportunity to address you this 
morning concerning the proposed greenbelt legislation. I 
entered the municipal political field 13 years ago for the 
same reason I am here today: my overwhelming concern 
for the farmers and their economic viability. I am the 
current chair of the town’s agriculture and irrigation 
committees. 

Several years ago someone had a vision for Niagara: 
to create a Napa Valley in the north. Ladies and gentle-
men, this is not Napa Valley. This area contains green-
house, nursery, tender fruit and grape industries, cash 
crop and animal farms, and our farm parcels are much 
smaller in size. We should be recognized, supported and 
celebrated for what we are instead of being put into a 
position of fighting for our survival. 

The greenbelt legislation permanently freezes our ur-
ban boundaries, without a commitment of compensation 
to the municipalities. Who will pay for costly infra-
structure in the future if there is none? Someone has used 
a broad brush to preserve privately owned farmland and 
designate it as specialty cropland. Has science been used 
to support this and, if so, where is it? Where is the 
compensation to those farmland owners who will lose 
equity because of the loss of retirement lots? 

The Niagara region, regional municipalities and farm 
organizations have all requested that a Niagara regional 
committee be included as a condition of the adoption of 
the greenbelt legislation to recognize the uniqueness of 
Niagara. The town of Niagara-on-the-Lake, in their pre-
vious submission, supported the request of the farm or-
ganizations that areas identified by them as affecting 
their economic viability should be addressed as a condi-
tion of the adoption of the legislation. I have attached a 
list. The town also addressed other concerns about how 
the proposed legislation could affect the ability to con-
struct future farm irrigation projects. The town indicated 
that 10 years is too long to measure the effect of the 
legislation. 

I would like to address three specific areas: farm size, 
irrigation costs and farm viability. 

Farm size: Greenbelt restrictions for specialty crop-
land call for a minimum farm parcel size of 50 acres. I 
have included a map showing the farm parcels in 
Niagara-on-the-Lake. Over 78% of the farm parcels are 
25 acres or less. Over 50 % of our wineries are on parcels 
of less than 25 acres. The Inniskillin winery was started 
on less than 20 acres by Donald Ziraldo. 

Land values are high in Niagara, young family farmers 
can’t afford the financial investment of such large farm 
parcels, and specialty crops can be profitable on smaller 

acreages. Imposing a 50-acre size on this area removes 
the ability of farmers to restructure their farms to what is 
common in the area. Is the intent to force family farmers 
off the land? The town of Niagara-on-the-Lake supports 
a 25-acre minimum size, which is still larger than the 
majority of the farm parcels there. 

Irrigation: Over the past few years, 138 farmers in 
Niagara-on-the-Lake financially invested in an irrigation 
system. Growers pay an annual operating fee, including a 
portion of the cost of a town employee. They also pay an 
annual capital fee. Infrastructure, including pumps, pipes 
etc., paid for by the growers, is owned and operated by 
the town. Costs to the growers alone will have exceeded 
over $1 million by 2009, probably close to $2 million. 

The new system has taken almost three years to com-
plete, partly because of approvals needed from upper 
levels of government. During the ongoing construction of 
the newest addition to the irrigation system, extra costs 
were added when one resident from Niagara-on-the-Lake 
wrote to the Ministry of Culture and requested that addi-
tional archaeological work be done. Nothing of signifi-
cance was found. I have enclosed a copy. 

Additional costs have been downloaded to growers by 
the conservation authority to cover the cost for the 
maintenance of conservation dams, including insurance. 

Drainage ditches are also used for irrigation. Farmers 
are also assessed a cost for maintenance of these drainage 
ditches. The provincial government increased our cost of 
maintaining these ditches by removing the drainage 
grant. Now members of the public want to restore the 
drainage ditches to fish habitat. These ditches would be 
dry most of the year if growers had not paid to introduce 
water for irrigation purposes. 

The Ministry of the Environment is proposing water-
taking fees “to cover the costs of processing, evaluating 
and issuing water permits. Fees will range from $750 for 
straightforward new applications and renewals to $3,000 
for those that require detailed hydrogeological infor-
mation. Most permits are valid for two to 10 years.” 
These permits must be obtained by anyone taking more 
than a total of 50,000 litres of water a day. The town 
appealed these decisions and requested that agriculture be 
exempt. Why do individual farmers have to take out per-
mits when the town already does this for the whole 
system? Farmers do not irrigate every year. Last year the 
system did not operate, due to weather conditions. This is 
just one example of how accumulated government regu-
lations have a disastrous effect on agriculture. 

Our family farmed for 87 years. For most of those 
years we planted and replanted our acreage to keep 
abreast of changing market demands. This substantial 
investment was further enhanced by two devastating hail-
storms and severe drought. 

Today we own only one farm, a 12-acre farm that has 
eight and a half acres planted. For the last two years we 
were paid less for these varieties than we received in 
1997. In fact, for the last two years, growers received less 
than 1997 prices for many classes of grapes, even with a 
short crop. Could you exist on what you received in 
1997? 
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If governments adopted and really supported a Buy 
Ontario First policy, we would sell more Ontario pro-
ducts like VQA wines. How much does Ontario contrib-
ute to help advertise wine from Australia, America, 
France, Chile, Italy, Sicily and Germany at the LCBO? If 
governments reduced taxes on wine, perhaps wineries 
could afford to pay growers more for domestic product. 
If governments adopted an increased Ontario grape con-
tent in wines, it might eliminate future grape surpluses. 
Wines from Napa Valley, Napa county or the state of 
California can contain no foreign content. If governments 
changed the labelling act on wine, consumers would 
really know what they are buying. 

In July 2002, when Mr. Bradley first presented the 
idea of a permanent preserve, he urged the government 
“to preserve this unique agricultural treasure for future 
generations and to do so in a manner which is fair to 
farmers....” He also stated, “Ontario wines should be 
100% Ontario grape, bar none. If there is even one grape 
from elsewhere in a bottle of so-called Ontario wine, then 
sorry, it’s not Ontario wine....” 

Ladies and gentlemen, we are farmers because we 
believe in our industry and we take great pride in what 
we do. If our land is important enough to protect to feed 
the people of Ontario, then surely it is important to en-
sure the economic survival of those who grow that food. 
Areas that need to be addressed have been identified by 
farm organizations. 

All politicians, regardless of party affiliation, who 
support this legislation must take on the responsibility of 
ensuring those areas are addressed in return for the 
preservation of this privately owned land. Remember, 
you can save the land, but without the farmer, what have 
you really saved? Dirt. 

I would just like to take an opportunity to emphasize 
the frustration of growers. I was presented with this 
bottle of wine and I was told to give it to the Premier of 
Ontario. It’s a bottle of what’s supposed to be Ontario 
wine. It’s actually a bottle that was, I believe, for the 
promotion of the Canadian Olympic team. If anybody 
was buying it in the store, I’m sure they would think that 
it was 100% Ontario wine, and it is not. It could contain 
up to 70% or 90% foreign content. I would like that 
presented, by any one of you who would like to do that 
on our behalf, to the Premier of Ontario. 

Ms. Churley: I’d be willing to. 
Ms. Kirkby: Just very briefly, I’ve included three ads 

from the liquor control board. This one has 10 bottles: 
zero from Canada. That one has 10 bottles: one from 
Ontario. Eight bottles: two VQA, but neither of them is 
on the front. This is our frustration, and it is degrading to 
the industry. 

Yes, I’ve spent a lot of time on the wine industry, 
because right now I’m a grape grower and I think a lot of 
our problems really are with the grape industry. But I 
implore you all, anyone who supports this legislation—
I’ve taken the opportunity to include in your package 
more information than I have the time to present. I have 
also included a package from my husband, who has been 

a member of a farm family that has farmed since 1911—
not him, of course. But there is more information in his 
package. I implore you all, before you vote on this 
legislation, to read this information that we are all giving 
to you. It is most important. 

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Kirkby. You’ve exhaust-
ed your time with us this morning. We appreciate your 
being here, and your passion. 
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FRIENDS OF RURAL COMMUNITIES 
AND THE ENVIRONMENT 

The Chair: Our next delegation is Friends of Rural 
Communities and the Environment. 

Good morning. Thank you for coming. Please identify 
yourself and the organization you represent for Hansard. 
When you begin you will have 15 minutes. 

Mr. Graham Flint: My name is Graham Flint and 
I’m representing Friends of Rural Communities and the 
Environment, otherwise known as FORCE. 

Good morning, everybody, Madam Chair, committee 
members and fellow citizens. First of all, I want to start 
by just thanking you for this opportunity to contribute to 
the next stage of this Greenbelt Act’s development. We 
also acknowledge that the greenbelt legislation is but one 
part of a series of initiatives to improve land uses, pol-
icies and procedures. Specifically, we refer to the Strong 
Communities (Planning Amendment) Act, the proposed 
revisions to the provincial policy statement, the pending 
source water protection legislation, the Places to Grow 
Act and the companion growth management plan, all of 
which are at various stages of development and public 
consultation. We feel that each of these separately and 
together will contribute to more sustainable development 
within the province. 

As I’ve already introduced myself, I am here acting as 
the chair and spokesperson for Friends of Rural Com-
munities and the Environment. We are a federally incorp-
orated, not-for-profit citizens-based advocacy group with 
hundreds of supporters in the communities of Campbell-
ville, rural Milton, Kilbride, Mountsberg, Freelton, and 
Carlisle. We were formed in June 2004 to protect our 
natural and built environments in the face of a proposed 
large-scale, below-the-water-table aggregate develop-
ment. 

We note up front that our organization is not anti-
aggregate; it’s not anti-road. Indeed, we acknowledge the 
need for aggregate materials to support the growth of our 
infrastructure and economy, and we point out that our 
communities are already home to some of Ontario’s and 
Canada’s largest aggregate operations. We do, however, 
have significant issues with a current proposal that is in 
front of our communities, for substantive reasons. 

We also believe that in addition to representing our 
communities throughout the resolution of that proposed 
application, we have a responsibility to promote good 
government; hence, we are taking advantage of this 
opportunity to provide input into the broader planning 
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reform processes and will hopefully improve the situation 
for all stakeholders in these types of situations. 

We have two major themes behind our comments. 
They are ecology or conservation first, and certainty. We 
can look to the conservation community for the ecology-
first or conservation-first principle. Encapsulated, it 
basically means that there should be no new or expanded 
development until a network of protected areas is 
reserved which reflects the natural regions affected by 
that proposed development. The Greenbelt Act and the 
greenbelt plan are an effort to achieve this principle. 

Certainty is the second principle—certainty for the 
aggregate industry, certainty for local municipalities 
charged with implementing provincial policies and 
procedures, and certainty for the residents who make the 
decisions to call these communities their homes for their 
families and their businesses and are then impacted by 
the uncertainty that proposed developments and land use 
changes cause. An effective Greenbelt Act, greenbelt 
plan and transitional provisions will provide for greater 
certainty for all stakeholders. 

FORCE supports the permanent greenbelt initiative, 
and the key attribute in that is a permanent greenbelt. We 
applaud the long-term vision being demonstrated by the 
legislation and we feel that it is long overdue. The 
greenbelt is not just about preservation of agricultural 
lands or natural features; it is about the health of the 
province and providing an area for sustainable economy 
growth. 

Too often we hear the greenbelt debate being divided 
as pro-environmental or anti-development. We feel, 
frankly, that that polarization of this issue is both short-
sighted and wrong. Protecting interconnected green 
spaces is an important legacy for us, our children and our 
children’s children yet to come. 

A healthy greenbelt can provide the economic envi-
ronment where growth and development are possible. 
Smart growth needs to balance the use of the provincial 
landscape for growth with the protection of that same 
provincial landscape for the life-sustaining functions it 
provides. The Greenbelt Act is not a myopic view of the 
entire province, but rather a tool to reflect that we need to 
preserve some areas of our environmental landscape for 
those life-sustaining functions. 

Aggregate developments, for instance, are permitted 
within the greenbelt, a recognition that aggregate is a 
necessary resource for our homes, roads, public infra-
structure etc. But when you step back and look at the big 
picture, we see the proposed legislation and plan saying 
that in these specific areas we must take an ecology-first 
principle to achieve the balance we require. Any develop-
ment in these protected areas must be prohibited or re-
stricted in order to achieve a balance in the province 
overall. The increased protection for sensitive watersheds, 
provincially significant wetlands, significant woodlots 
and other natural features is very positive and necessary 
for the long-term health of our province, both ecologic-
ally and economically. 

Let me turn my comments back to the issue of our 
local area, as we believe it is a microcosm of the broader 

issue that’s at hand here. The proposed development is 
located on a site within the Golden Horseshoe greenbelt 
area, part of the protected countryside, and is in fact 
designated as a natural heritage system and as such 
afforded the highest level of protection within the 
Greenbelt Act. 

Groundwater quantity and quality issues are already 
significant in the area and the Amabel formation that is 
proposed to be mined is identified as both a highly 
susceptible and sensitive aquifer. Provincially significant 
wetlands, significant woodlots and several environment-
ally sensitive areas—ESAs—are present in and around 
the proposed site. The Bronte Creek headwaters and sev-
eral tributaries are present. There are habitats for several 
significant species found on the site and it’s a wintering 
area for local wildlife. 

Several residential subdivisions surround and abut the 
site. Rural concession homes, schools and community 
centres all exist within a few kilometres. There is an 
active agricultural economy in the area and crops have 
been and continue to be taken from fields on the pro-
posed site. The lands are currently zoned for agriculture 
and conservation management. 

I ask you to imagine the community’s shock when an 
application was announced and then formally submitted 
in September 2004 for a large-scale, below-the-
established-water-table aggregate development. By pro-
duction quantity, this site would be the eighth largest 
quarry in Canada. Its excavation depth puts it right 
through the aquifer servicing many areas, including the 
municipal wells for Carlisle, a community of over 3,000 
people. We know provincially significant wetlands are 
important, and hence the designation. We know that 
healthy groundwater is critical. Unfortunately, recent 
history has shown the devastating effects that result if 
that healthy groundwater is violated. We know that pro-
tecting the headwaters is crucial for healthy streams and 
rivers, and we know that aggregate is important and 
required for our economic growth. But our local situation 
is a clear example of conflicting interests and incom-
patible, conflicting land uses. 

The Greenbelt Act and companion plan take a major 
step toward resolving that conflict by establishing that, 
for these particular areas, hydrological and ecological 
integrity and the functions they provide must not be 
impacted. In short, it says that, for these areas, ecology 
must come first. 

This brings me to the main focus of our remarks 
today; namely, how the Greenbelt Act will be applied in 
cases such as the one I’ve described. To start with, I think 
we need to take a step back and remember how this 
whole process was started. It was started by the issuing of 
a zoning order and then Bill 27, creating a protected 
greenbelt study area, and this was done in December 
2003. These two instruments created a development 
moratorium in effect until December 2004, now extended 
to March of this year. So ideally, the greenbelt should 
exist as it was in December 2003. 

What appears to be the major focus of that moratorium 
was the conversion of lands from rural to urban use, the 
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greatest source of sprawl that we have. Land uses that 
stayed in the rural context—namely, land uses that didn’t 
change the land from rural to urban—were not impacted 
by the restrictions. Aggregate extraction is considered a 
rural land use. 

Currently, the Greenbelt Act would only apply to rural 
applications made after the date the bill becomes suc-
cessful. Rural land use applications made before the 
passage of the bill would not be subject to it or its regu-
lations, yet they can dramatically change the landscape of 
the very lands the act is attempting to preserve. 

It is understandable that a clean, go-forward policy is 
desirable, but we need to recognize the fact that there are 
some rural applications that have significant impact on 
the greenbelt and that they should be subject to its higher 
standards, particularly those standards dealing with 
hydrological and ecological integrity. 

To return to our example, the aggregate proposal in 
our area was submitted in September 2004, with prelim-
inary documentation just three months before the original 
December 16 date for the bill’s passage. As the act is 
currently written, since the application was submitted 
before the act was passed, it would not be subject to the 
legislation. Without amendments to the bill or a public 
commitment to a transition regulation, we could possibly 
see a new major greenfield quarry, the eighth largest in 
Canada, being implemented within a natural heritage 
system of the protected countryside as one of the first 
developments within the greenbelt, and it would not even 
have been considered or reviewed subject to the new 
regulatory landscape; it would have been subject to the 
previous rules. We do not believe that this is the intent of 
the legislation. 
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FORCE’s expectation, and we feel the expectation of 
the residents of this province, is that the greenbelt legis-
lation, plan and policies will apply to the approval pro-
cess for all future developments that have a significant 
risk of impacting the greenbelt areas, future develop-
ments being considered all those not currently approved. 
The options to achieve this could be in two ways: amend-
ments to the act or regulations that go along with it. 

In terms of amendments to the act, we could amend 
sections 22 to 24 so that the bill has an effective date 
back to December 16, 2003, when the process was 
initiated. We could also amend subsection 24(4), clauses 
(b) through (d), to sort of raise the bar of when we 
consider the commencement of a request as not simply 
the date the request was received, but when the request 
was actually decided upon by municipal council or what-
ever body is appropriate. We could also make amend-
ments to those same sections, but limit the time period as 
being between December 2003 and the bill’s passage. 
Finally, we could amend the sections such that appli-
cations for things like industrial or industrial extractive 
zoning changes could be subject to the rules. All those 
changes to the act would solve this problem. 

We could also possibly pass prescriptive regulations. 
Some changes to the act may be required since these 

restrictions would be retroactive, but we could put a 
general provision, similar to the elements of the Oak 
Ridges moraine, that says that matters or proceedings 
commenced before the bill’s passage that involve sensi-
tive hydrological or natural features should be subject to 
the act. Or we could scope it down and say particularly 
that these particular applications—in our case, a Lowndes 
Holdings zoning and bylaw request of the city—should 
conform to the policies of the Greenbelt Act. 

With these changes, we feel that the legislation can 
fairly deal with these transitional land issues. These 
applications have the potential to significantly impact the 
greenbelt landscape. Failure to apply these greenbelt 
standards to these applications, in our opinion, would be 
failing in the first test of commitment to this legislation 
and failing in the principles of ecology first or certainty. 

I thank you for the opportunity to address you with 
these comments. We are submitting them in writing as 
well. With whatever time I have left, I’d be more than 
willing to take questions. 

The Chair: You have three minutes total remaining, 
so Ms. Churley, you’ll begin the questioning. 

Ms. Churley: Thank you very much for your presen-
tation. You raised many issues of concern, but the one 
that hit me was the aggregate issue because it’s some-
thing that I’ve been asking questions about in the Legis-
lature and bringing up frequently, with no response yet. 
You may not be aware, but the expansion of existing 
aggregate operations is going to be allowed throughout 
the greenbelt, but the proposed Liberal government 
provincial policy statement significantly strengthens the 
industry’s ability to grow on the greenbelt lands. 

My question to you would be, although there are some 
minor restrictions, what are you asking the government to 
do specifically? Take it out of all natural areas within the 
greenbelt, or what? What is your main recommendation? 

Mr. Flint: In our specific case, specifically about the 
issue that caused our group to be formed, we want the 
greenbelt rules, as the legislation currently is written, to 
apply. It’s a transitional issue. In terms of the broader 
comments, frankly, there needs to be a balance between 
aggregate to grow our economy and to build our infra-
structure and the preservation of these greenbelts. Our 
opinion is that a lot of these things need to be looked at 
on a case-by-case, site-by-site basis. A sweeping black 
and white, one way or the other, might be more negative 
than positive. 

The Chair: The government side. 
Mrs. Van Bommel: Thank you very much. I’m 

certainly glad to hear that you will be providing us with 
copies of your presentation because I’m quite interested 
in the recommendations that you’ve made. You’ve 
addressed the principles of the greenbelt legislation, but 
you haven’t really talked about the size. Do you think 
that the greenbelt should be larger or do you think it 
should be reduced? How do you feel about the concept? 
It is a draft plan, but how do you feel about the concept? 

Mr. Flint: To be honest, I don’t think our group really 
has an opinion about the size of the greenbelt area, 
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specifically. I don’t really feel prepared or have done the 
research to make a comment about that. It needs to be 
large-scale in size to support the ecology-first, 
conservation-first principle. As I frame that, it basically 
says that areas need to be set aside to reflect the 
environment that’s being taken over by development, so 
whatever that balance works out to be by people who are 
wiser than I am, that would be the size we’d ask for. 
Certainly, though, the scale of the greenbelt that’s on the 
table is encouraging to us. 

The Chair: The official opposition. 
Mr. Hudak: Thank you, Mr. Flint, for the detailed 

presentation. I look forward to the written submission as 
well. 

There are two general comments I wanted to make. 
What we’ve heard at this committee and what I hear in 
my riding from farmers is that they find two things 
particularly galling: When there’s a press release from 
the government saying that this legislation’s going to 
protect farmland, they find that upsetting, and rightly so. 
It stops any zoning changes, but it’s farmers that protect 
the farmland. It’s not government; it’s farmers, by their 
stewardship of the soil. 

And when they see press releases that say that it will 
become a vast rural playground for people in the cities, 
that’s galling as well, because there’s a fundamental 
difference between agriculture and parkland. 

Now, if you’re friends of rural communities, are you 
also friends of farmers? Would you support an agri-
cultural plan to make sure farmers continue to farm 
viably and get a fair price for their product?  

Mr. Flint: Absolutely, and I can tell you that the 
Hamilton-Wentworth Federation of Agriculture group or 
committee is a big supporter of FORCE. We’re actually 
working together on that issue. In my first meeting with 
them, as we were forming our alliance, I watched that 
debate go around the table of people who were looking 
forward to the economic gain of being able to sell their 
land, but also their role as stewards protecting it for 
future generations. It’s a tough issue for that group to 
work with. But specifically, the Hamilton-Wentworth 
Federation of Agriculture is a big supporter of our con-
cerns and would like to see the aggregate operation not 
approved.  

The Chair: Thank you for coming today, Mr. Flint, 
and for your delegation. 

DUFFERIN AGGREGATES, 
ST. LAWRENCE CEMENT 

The Chair: The next group that will be speaking will 
be Dufferin Aggregates, St. Lawrence Cement. 

Good morning. Could you identify yourself, and the 
group that you’re speaking for, for Hansard? When you 
begin, you will have 15 minutes. Should you leave any 
time at the end, we’ll be able to ask you questions. 

Mr. Bill Galloway: Madam Chair and members of the 
committee, my name is Bill Galloway. I’m general 
manager of Dufferin Aggregates. We are an operating 

unit of St. Lawrence Cement. I’m here speaking on 
behalf of the company. I’m very active in the Aggregate 
Producers’ Association as a board member, and I’m also 
chairman of the Aggregate Resources Corp., but my 
remarks today are on behalf of Dufferin Aggregates. 

I believe you have in front of you our presentation, so 
what I thought I would do is just leaf through it and draw 
my comments from some of the bullets on each page. 
What we’re trying to do with this presentation today is to 
talk about aggregates as an important asset and resource 
within the greenbelt plan, and to provide the message that 
Ontario must manage and conserve all of its natural 
resources, including aggregate. There’s great debate in 
the press today: Are we or are we not running out of 
aggregates? In the GTA west, in 2010, we are running 
out of aggregates—fact, not fiction. So I thought I would 
talk a little bit about that. 

Significant environmental and economic consequen-
ces: What happens if you skip over the greenbelt? What 
are the costs to our communities? 

We wanted to talk about recycling and substitutes. It’s 
important that we conserve our resources, but recycling 
and substitutes are not a permanent fix for or a permanent 
replacement of primary aggregates. 

What it is we’re really saying here is that we think that 
in the original task force recommendations it was very 
clear that aggregates were part of the greenbelt. There 
was a balancing provision and a mechanism to make sure 
that we could protect all of our natural resources, in-
cluding aggregate. At the end, hopefully we’ll have some 
conclusions and recommendations that the government 
can move forward with. 

As aggregates, we are the building block. We’re a 
component of a $30-billion construction industry—we’re 
a necessary part of our infrastructure growth—that em-
ploys about 270,000 people. 

We go where the geology is. That was predetermined 
by God; unfortunately, that creates an inherent conflict, 
and is one of the reasons why we’re here today. 

Not all aggregate is created equal. On page 2, there is 
a map that points out the Niagara Escarpment and the 
Oak Ridges moraine. The high-quality aggregate, both 
the crushed rock and the sand and gravel—those are the 
locations where this high-quality material comes from for 
our bridges, for our CN Towers, for our hospitals. It also 
shows on this map that Dufferin has a point of view, not 
only because we’re located within the GTA, but you can 
see from the map that we’re located well outside of the 
GTA as well. 
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Our message must be that we have to manage and 
conserve all of Ontario’s resources, aggregate being part 
of it. We’re a very rich province. We look to our land 
uses not only for the food we grow but for the water we 
drink. We use our minerals every day, for our infra-
structure and our economic growth. 

When you look at our map, you see that our great rock 
and our great stone that we have built our economy on 
over the years are in exactly the same locations where we 
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have our natural heritage features. The Niagara Escarp-
ment and the Oak Ridges moraine are the close-to-market 
sources for aggregate. 

We’re a temporary land use, and we believe that the 
government must manage and conserve all of the 
resources and provide the balance. The provincial policy 
statement that’s outlined in the second-last bullet on page 
5 says, “As much of the mineral aggregate resource as is 
realistically possible will be made available to supply 
mineral resource needs, as close to markets as possible.” 
So close-to-market is vital. It’s vital for the GTA, it’s 
vital for our economy and it’s vital for our renewal and 
the maintenance of our cities. 

The second map really shows the sources and provides 
you with a perspective on what happens if you leapfrog 
the greenbelt, the distance it would take and what the cost 
would be of bringing aggregate from the Carden Plain, 
Grey-Bruce and north of the city. 

It’s a considerable cost when you recognize the fact, 
on page 7, that over the last 25 years there hasn’t been 
one hard rock licence issued in the GTA west—not one. 
Over the last 12 years, there has only been one aggregate 
licence issued, period, in the GTA west, and that was 
dealing with sand and gravel. It takes over six years—
closer to 10 years—to get a licence to allow you to 
extract. Just as we go about planning for electricity, 
infrastructure and protecting our natural resources, we 
have to go about planning for aggregate, because it is a 
fundamental use within our society. Right now we’re not 
in a sustainable situation as an economy and as an 
industry, so we have to make sure that we have close-to-
market supply available and we have the ability to get 
new licences. 

The results of leapfrogging—you’ve heard a lot of 
these statistics before. They’re backed up by papers that 
have been submitted to government. It talks about the 
congestion on the highways, the incremental truck trips. 
It really does a comparison and says that if we export the 
GTA aggregate problem to other municipalities, it’s 
tantamount to doing the same thing as exporting garbage 
today, and we’re desperately trying to find a solution for 
that. The GTA should be sustainable for as long as 
possible and not export either the problem or the taxes, 
the jobs, the economic viability that’s within the existing 
municipalities in the GTA as a result of the aggregate 
business. 

We also recognize that there are environmental costs. 
More trucks mean more consumption of fossil fuels and 
more greenhouse gases. We’ve already seen the impact 
of the scarcity in the GTA west as prices start to escalate. 
All of you, along with the municipalities, are actually 
paying for close to 50% of all of the aggregates that are 
used in the province. 

When we talk about recycling, Ontario has been 
recognized as a leader in recycling. Is there enough? 
Should we be doing more conservation? Absolutely. 
Should we be looking for some alternatives for primary 
aggregate use, some substitutes? Absolutely. Because 
conservation is a very important part of the aggregate 
business. 

One of the examples I’ve cited is Pearson airport. One 
of our sister companies is the largest road builder and one 
of the largest constructors of the GTAA airport expan-
sion. We currently have 180,000 tonnes of material that 
was put underneath the last apron expansion directly as a 
result of recycling Terminal 1 and the parking structure. 
As you fly into Toronto, you’ll see a massive pile of 
stone. That’s 240,000 tonnes of stone, which we’re proud 
to say has our Dufferin logo on it, that has been recycled 
and will be used in the further expansion of the Toronto 
airport. 

We support recycling. We sold a million tonnes of 
product last year to our own internal customer for road 
building. In addition to that, they used half a million 
tonnes of recycled material in the roadwork and in their 
heavy construction jobs. So we would support additional 
recycling opportunities and we would be thrilled if we 
could get the permits to be able to do more recycling 
within our existing pits and quarries. Right now they’re 
in yards scattered throughout the GTA, not only ours but 
also some of our customers’ yards, again primarily the 
road builders. We’re currently involved in a program in 
Halton region working with glass, trying to put glass into 
road base. 

As a result of the task force, on page 10—our industry 
participated in it. There were balanced mechanisms 
within the task force report that allowed us to protect 
natural heritage and aggregate, to do the balancing, as the 
provincial policy statement allowed. 

If you look at our industry, we’re one of the most 
highly regulated industries in the province. It doesn’t 
matter whether you talk about the ARA, the clean water 
act, air or dust, the level of monitoring that goes on 
within the aggregate industry is terrific. We applaud it. 
And we applaud the reporting we do, because it’s all part 
of the public record, both the municipality and the 
province, so they see what we’re doing. They have the 
facts as to whether you’re a good operator or a bad 
operator, whether you’re following your permits or 
you’re not following your permits. 

We feel balance is very important in looking after 
what we do as an industry and how important we are as 
part of our overall economy and the community. 

Rehabilitation: I’ve got lots of opportunities to show 
you what rehabilitation we’ve done and what the industry 
has done. It’s important to recognize that our rehabili-
tation can be part of the goals and objectives of the 
greenbelt. Dufferin, as a company, and the aggregate 
industry are not opposed to the greenbelt; what we’re 
asking for is balance within the greenbelt, to protect our 
features, make aggregate available and do the right thing 
for the economy and the people of Ontario as a whole. 

The key for us is, how can we work together? What 
we would like the government to do in our recommen-
dations is to provide that balance within the greenbelt and 
to plan more positively for aggregates. We tend to see in 
the media—and I believe our earlier speaker just talked 
about the polarization. This is all about balance. It’s all 
about making sure that we have an effective use for our 
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land. I believe all sectors have been saying the same 
thing. 

I don’t agree with the retroactivity. There is a set of 
rules in place. We should be following the set of rules 
that existed prior to the greenbelt legislation and the 
zoning order. When this is put in place, it will change the 
rules and we will operate under those new rules, 
whatever they happen to be. But fundamentally, the 
government has put the principle of fairness in play, put 
that language in the greenbelt draft plan, and that’s how it 
should remain. We’re not associated in any way, shape or 
form with the quarry that was talked about earlier, but do 
the science, do the balance. If it lives on its merits, it 
lives; if it dies on its merits, it dies. That’s fundamentally 
what we agree to. 
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When you look at the provincial interest, we agree the 
province should be controlling and planning for access 
for this scarce resource. We see that both ourselves as a 
company and the aggregate industry should be working 
with the government to ensure that the rules put in place 
in the greenbelt legislation around rehabilitation are built 
into the plan, are appropriate, and are consistent with the 
goals and objectives of the greenbelt. 

I’d like to turn to some of the rehab pictures, very 
quickly. The map on page 12 talks about all the past 
quarries and pits. As you move to page 13, this is our 
existing Milton quarry. Normally, people don’t show you 
pictures of our Milton quarry like this. We do have a 
mining face, but this is our rehabilitation, both in terms 
of our lake—all the features have been planted by our 
Boy Scout program. 

The Chair: Mr. Galloway, you have one minute left. 
Mr. Galloway: Thank you. 
We’ve got 50,000-plus trees that have been planted. 

The ecology is seen on page 15 in terms of not only the 
physical features but also the habitat that animals and 
frogs have made their home. You can see that in the 
Golden Horseshoe, we have vine lands as the after-use of 
a quarry, tender fruit land, horse farm, agricultural uses. 
Again, there are wetlands. In the lower right-hand corner 
you’ll see a picture of the escarpment, which is an old 
quarry. 

That concludes my comments. 
The Chair: Thank you for your time here today. 

ONTARIO TENDER FRUIT PRODUCERS’ 
MARKETING BOARD 

The Chair: Our next delegation will be the Ontario 
Tender Fruit Producers’ Marketing Board. 

Good morning. Please identify yourself, and the group 
you’re speaking for, for Hansard. When you begin, you’ll 
have 15 minutes. 

Mr. Len Troup: Good morning to you all. My name 
is Len Troup. I am the chairman of the Ontario Tender 
Fruit Producers’ Marketing Board. I am one of the senior 
partners in a fairly large tender fruit operation down near 
Jordan. It’s a family farm. We farm 300 acres of tender 

fruit and we pack it and market it, so we play for real. 
The Greenbelt Act is something that we as individual 
growers and certainly as a marketing board are very 
concerned about. 

We are concerned that it was brought forward as a 
land use issue and promoted as such, but it just cannot be 
dealt with strictly as a land use issue. I’ve been listening 
to the presentations by people from the grape industry 
and I’m going to echo a lot of what they’ve had to say, 
because agriculture is agriculture, when it gets right 
down to it. The crops are interchangeable, and over the 
years on these farms they have been changed many 
times. Sometimes a tender fruit grower today is a green-
house operator or grape farmer tomorrow, and all sorts of 
other things. It is very important that it be understood that 
agriculture is not just one commodity or one facet of the 
thing. When we’re dealing with the land issue, we’re 
talking about primary agriculture. That’s the heart of the 
whole thing. 

I’m going to run through my presentation. I’d be really 
pleased to take some questions afterwards. 

Thank you for this opportunity, especially as it im-
pacts the tender fruit growers in Niagara. As chairman of 
this marketing board, I speak for about 600 growers in 
Ontario, probably 500 of which operate in Niagara and 
own land and do business in the proposed greenbelt. 

Initially, we were told that the greenbelt was a land 
use issue, and discussion of the many and far-reaching 
business and financial implications to the farming com-
munity, that being the landowners, was rebuffed. Now, 
after almost one and a half years of discussion, debate 
and lobbying, we are finally dealing with the real issue, 
which is viability. This is what it’s all about. This refers 
both to the municipalities trapped in the greenbelt and to 
the farming community, which is somehow expected to 
carry on, regardless of real and often government-im-
posed pressures. 

Tender fruit growers continue to support the concept 
of preserving farmland. We’ve already been preserving it 
for 200 years, so I think we know how to do it. As long 
as the viability of our growers is entrenched in the 
legislation, we will support a greenbelt concept. Farmers 
have been and continue to be the primary stewards of the 
land and will continue to do so as long as it is viable. 
Remember, and everybody is going to say this: Save the 
farmer, and the farmer will save the land. Legislation will 
not save the land. It comes down to people, and if you 
don’t deal with the whole issue, then you haven’t dealt 
with anything. 

We offer some ideas that would help make the green-
belt package—notice the word “package”; that’s not just 
land use but the whole thing—more acceptable to the 
farming community, and I’m going to go through them. 

One you’ve heard before: a Buy Ontario policy. This 
sounds so simple, but it doesn’t happen. Practise what 
you preach. The Ontario government should institute a 
Buy Ontario First policy for government-operated institu-
tions and for all government functions. It’s just common 
sense. Many other countries and jurisdictions have long 
followed this practice. 



G-718 STANDING COMMITTEE ON GENERAL GOVERNMENT 2 FEBRUARY 2005 

Monitoring the price of farmland before and after 
greenbelt implementation: My growers are very con-
cerned about potential devaluation. Government has 
indicated that they believe that the price of farmland 
would actually increase, not decrease. If this is really 
their opinion—once again, put your money where your 
mouth is—then they should not fear promising to 
compensate farmers for any devaluation to commercial 
farmers’ land resulting from greenbelt implementation. 
Don’t say it; put it in writing. We want to see it. Farmers 
are very concerned about their equity being eroded. 
Remember, these farms often have been privately owned 
for 50, 100, 200 years. To suddenly have the potential of 
devaluation of private property imposed on them is not a 
popular issue. 

Fair taxation of value-added on-farm operations: This 
one we’ve been fighting with for years. The rest of 
Ontario agriculture deserves to receive the same treat-
ment as the Ministry of Finance provided to the maple 
sugar industry. It’s not rocket science; it’s just a matter of 
doing it. Do not discourage farmers who initiate value-
added operations on the farm and then find that they are 
taxed to death. If you want people to do these things but 
then you kill them with taxes, no one is going to do it. A 
fair resolution to this situation is long overdue. It has 
been in the courts for years. Just do it. If you can do a 
greenbelt in two years, surely you can do some of these 
simple things in two minutes. 

Consideration for the lost right to retirement sever-
ances: People just blow by this, eh? This is a huge issue. 
In Niagara alone, it is estimated that the Greenbelt Act 
would wipe out $50 million—this is just a wild figure, 
but if anything, it’s conservative—in value if retirement 
severances are lost. This is a direct loss to farmers’ 
equity—they had it; they don’t have it any more—just 
with a piece of paper. Nobody seems to be concerned 
except the people who are losing it. 

We’re suggesting that you create an agricultural in-
vestment trust—nice words, but you know what I 
mean—equal to the total value of all unused potential 
retirement severances in the greenbelt to finance agri-
cultural infrastructure over a 10-year period. Growers 
could then apply for funding to make farm improve-
ments. This would be a meaningful reinvestment of this 
equity that is otherwise lost. It would be reinvested in the 
future viability of agriculture, equal to the sum wiped out 
by the elimination of those retirement severances. If 
you’re going to take it away from the individuals, give it 
back to the industry. But don’t just take it away and act 
like nothing happened. 
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Strengthening of right-to-farm and trespass legislation 
to ensure that farmers can continue to use normal 
production processes without harassment: an absolute 
must. I heard about the air-moving machines. They 
hardly get them up and people are already complaining 
about the noise. If people don’t like it, they can move. 
This is an agricultural preserve, right? So agriculture 
must predominate. All these whiny, would-be country 

livers can just pack up their horse and leave. The last 
thing we want is for them to be calling the shots. If it’s 
agriculture, it’s agriculture, and we need this in legis-
lation. We’re getting tired of this stuff. 

Amendments to legislation to support and provide 
incentives for Ontario agriculture: The obvious one is the 
Wine Content Act, and I’m not going to go there, 
because you’ve all heard about it. What you have today is 
sheer nonsense. You’ve got an industry; protect it. I don’t 
grow grapes, but I can’t believe how bad this is. 

Permits to take water: Here we are, many of us have 
been irrigating, taking water, doing things for years; we 
try to be environmentally correct. If they want us to be 
involved in record keeping and that type of stuff, fine, 
but here they come in and now they want $750 for each 
permit. This is nothing but a money grab; this has 
nothing to do with anything else. That means if a farmer 
is drawing water out of 10 different locations, and I know 
farmers who do, the fee for the paperwork is $7,500. I 
mean, are you helping agriculture or are you trying to put 
us out of business? This is another example of govern-
ment nonsense, and it has to go. 

Great Lakes Charter: This is an agreement between the 
states and provinces surrounding the Great Lakes about 
the usage of the water. This is probably a very good 
thing, but what we need is for agriculture to be exempt, 
because what we take out is eventually going back. We 
don’t want somebody in Michigan telling us that we can’t 
use the water here in Ontario. We just want to make sure 
it’s addressed. I think it might be, but it’s on the table. 

Harmonization of pesticides with the US: This was 
promised with the free trade deal I think 14 years ago. In 
the tender fruit industry we lost 15% tariffs and a whole 
lot of stuff—we got nothing back—but they promised 
this harmonization of pesticides. Well, 14 years later 
they’re still working on it; you know how it goes. 
Anyway, we’re getting a little tired of it. This is a federal 
responsibility, and we understand that. But the province 
can have a lot of influence, and it’s time they put a little 
pressure on to get this thing resolved. 

Research: The research capabilities within Ontario and 
Canada, which were once world-class and cutting-edge, 
are being allowed to erode in the name of cost-cutting 
measures. Examples of this include the drastic down-
sizing at the horticultural research station at Vineland and 
the pending elimination of the current horticultural 
storage lab at the University of Guelph, where facilities 
are about to be eliminated as they are considered too 
costly to maintain. There must be a meaningful increase 
in the government’s investment in research infrastructure 
and delivery capabilities. Successive Ontario govern-
ments—so nobody’s off the hook on this one; I know you 
guys like to point fingers, but you all did it—have gutted 
the Vineland Research Centre. Don’t hide under the 
table; you did it too. This must be reversed. You cannot 
keep cutting research and expect an industry to stay on 
top of things and be competitive in the world. Other 
countries are very heavy on research, and here in Ontario 
we’ve pretty well pulled the plug. We’ve got to get real. 
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We have a few Niagara-specific issues. The majority 
of Ontario prime tender fruit and grape lands are located 
in Niagara. We are unique; our crops are specific to 
Niagara. Growers here produce high-value crops on 
relatively small, high-valued lands. For these reasons, we 
believe that Niagara must in some ways be treated 
differently from the other areas of the proposed green-
belt. One size does not fit all. 

First, the creation of a Niagara greenbelt advisory 
committee: This doesn’t cost anybody any money. We 
are prepared to put our best people forward to give you 
good advice so that you just do it right the first time. We 
would really like you to do that. This would allow the 
people who own the land to have a say in the implemen-
tation and administration of greenbelt policies in Niagara. 

The 25-acre minimum for a division of farmland 
within Niagara: You’ve heard it talked about already. It’s 
just too obvious. We have small parcels of land. We have 
high-value crops. We have expensive land that people 
can’t afford to purchase to get started. For all kinds of 
good reasons, that 25 is much more realistic than the 50, 
which is just impossible in Niagara. 

Irrigation: I’ve heard it mentioned before. Here in 
Niagara, we really are going to have to get more and 
more into irrigation. It will be necessary to stay com-
petitive in the world market. Remember, we are in open 
competition with the rest of the world. There are no 
barriers. Everybody in the world can dump their product 
here in Ontario. Farmers must be provided with the tools 
with which to remain viable. One of the most integral 
components is irrigation. Remaining competitive is the 
name of the game. Regional Niagara, in partnership with 
the tender fruit, grape and greenhouse industries, is cur-
rently conducting a feasibility study to determine the 
most appropriate system of delivering raw water for agri-
cultural purposes. We have been told that this can be 
done but, to date, we have not received the cost 
estimates. This is something that really needs to happen, 
and I think it will, but in order to make it happen, the 
province and the federal government should be major 
partners in this project. We want a commitment that 
you’ll be there when we need you. 

The Chair: Mr. Troup, you only have a minute left. 
Mr. Troup: OK. Taxation policies are going to affect 

the farmers as well as the municipalities, and we think 
that needs to be addressed. The problem of frozen boun-
daries and frozen sources of revenue will eventually 
impact the farmers, and we’ll have higher taxes too. 

Some of these proposals have a price tag, but many do 
not. For the greenbelt concept to succeed, these and other 
issues must be addressed. This issue is far too complex 
and there is too much at stake to be driven by a four-year 
political agenda. Take as much time as is needed to 
address these issues properly and get it right. There’s a 
lot at stake here. 

In summary, neither the urban municipalities locked in 
this greenbelt nor the farmers who own and care for these 
very special farmlands—and they are special—targeted 
by this legislation—and we know we’re the target. 
“Greenbelt” is a nice word, but they were after Niagara, 

and we know it. Anyway, we should not be required to 
pay the price for achieving a provincial objective. If 
society wants a greenbelt, then all of society can pay for 
it. That’s nice and clear. 

The Chair: We appreciate your being here today. 

WINE COUNCIL OF ONTARIO 
The Chair: Our next delegation will be the Wine 

Council of Ontario. 
Welcome. Please identify yourself and the group 

you’re speaking for. When you begin, you’ll have 15 
minutes. 

Ms. Linda Franklin: I’m Linda Franklin. I’m with 
the Wine Council of Ontario. Thank you, folks. We 
appreciate this opportunity to come before you again 
today to reassert our industry’s support for Bill 135, the 
Greenbelt Act. 

I think the hearings today are particularly timely. I 
don’t know how many of you have had a chance to 
review it, but Statistics Canada released a report yester-
day documenting the fact that Canada’s best agricultural 
land has, in their words, been devoured by urban 
expansion over the past three decades. The report, called 
The Loss of Dependable Agricultural Land in Canada, 
provides a pretty sobering reality check for anyone who 
thinks that this legislation should not go forward im-
mediately. It demonstrates that in Ontario, in 2001, towns 
and cities occupied over 11% of our prime agricultural 
land. Meanwhile, the demand for land to be used in 
agriculture grew as the availability of this land decreased. 
According to Statistics Canada, the result is that farmers 
have had to bring lower-quality land into production to 
meet the demand for agricultural products. As StatsCan 
points out, lower-quality land is often unsuitable for 
stable, long-term agricultural production. Moreover, 
bringing poorer land into production may be environ-
mentally harmful, as it’s susceptible to erosion and 
requires greater use of fertilizers and pesticides. 
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The Statistics Canada report goes on to state that 
specialty croplands, such as those in the fruit belts of 
Niagara and the Okanagan Valley, where there is a land 
preserve, are particularly vulnerable to urban encroach-
ment, as they have a limited ability to flourish in Canada. 
Given the importance of these crops to the local econ-
omy, Statistics Canada says that the loss of even one 
square kilometre of these lands is significant. 

In the face of this devastating statistical report, it 
seems to us that the debate is over about whether or not 
the greenbelt is needed, and it’s certainly not a political 
debate, I would argue. The time to act has come. 

Many of you, I think, are familiar with the Wine 
Council of Ontario. We’re a trade association. We rep-
resent 60 wineries in Ontario. In 2001, we released a 20-
year strategic plan that calls for significant growth in the 
grape and wine industry. That growth will bring new 
jobs, new investment and increased revenue, but it’s only 
possible if we’re able to preserve these agricultural lands, 
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because for grape and tender fruit growers the combin-
ation of soil and climate that we find in Niagara is rare 
and irreplaceable. 

This has been, we know, a difficult and emotional 
debate since one of our industry leaders, Donald Ziraldo, 
raised it several years ago. Today, however, I’m encour-
aged to see that the debate seems to have moved to a 
consideration of how best to ensure that the greenbelt 
works. This is where we believe the discussion should be 
focused, and we’re pleased to offer the committee some 
thoughts today on sustainability. 

We think it’s important also that these lands be self-
sustaining. If they’re not, government has some pretty 
expensive choices to make, but we think it’s quite 
reasonable to assume it’s possible. We have examples in 
front of us, remember: Napa and British Columbia. There 
are many places in the world that have land preserves, 
and there’s no evidence at all of anything except an in-
crease in land values when agricultural preserves are put 
in place. 

We spoke just last week to the former head of the 
grape growers of BC, who sat on their industry’s com-
mission when a greenbelt was put in several years ago in 
the Okanagan. He told us that his land, which lies 
entirely within the preserve, has increased 10-fold in 
value since that time. It’s now worth $100,000 an acre. 
Last year, Francis Ford Coppola paid $300,000 an acre 
for land in the Napa Valley. Clearly, scarcity brings 
value, and that’s what we believe will happen here. 

Our challenge is to determine what needs to be put in 
place to help our area make the transitions needed to get 
to this result, and we’d like to share some of those ideas 
with you today. 

We think, of course, that they have to be consumer-
driven solutions, because at the end of the day, there’s no 
point throwing money at us to make more products if 
nobody’s going to buy them. So consumer-driven solu-
tions, we believe, are the best way to go. We think one 
way to increase consumer interest in the products of the 
greenbelt is to bring more consumers here to visit. We 
have a lot of research in the wine industry over a number 
of years, and what it tells us is that when consumers 
come down to wine country, they become loyal con-
sumers of our product. We believe that’s going to be true 
across the piece. We believe that if you can bring 
consumers down to Niagara, show them what we do and 
what we produce and produce a marketing campaign that 
drives that message home, you’ll get the results you’re 
looking for. 

In Niagara, winery tourism today delivers almost 
750,000 tourists to wine country. They’re also helping 
reshape Niagara’s economy, which is also a good thing. 
We think, then, that the value of ancillary activities in the 
greenbelt, such as winery restaurants that source local 
ingredients, can’t be underestimated in developing a 
model for the greenbelt that’s sustainable long-term. 

As well, we’re working with the region of Niagara 
right now to develop an economic development plan to 
help make local communities more attractive so we can 
bring tourists down to visit wineries and then push them 

out into the surrounding neighbourhoods and build 
tourism and economic development that way. 

This is what happens in Napa. It has been very suc-
cessful in turning their local towns into hubs for tourism. 
People come to the wineries and they go into the local 
towns, and those towns are full of terrific restaurants, 
terrific shops, bed and breakfast facilities and lots of 
experiential activity. All those things build a terrific local 
economy, powered by the wine industry, by agriculture 
and by tourism. We think all of that is possible here with 
some planning. 

We believe, then, that it’s important that the greenbelt 
legislation be clear that wineries are an agricultural use, 
that winery tourism and agri-tourism in general is defined 
as an agriculturally related use allowed in the specialty 
crop areas, and that reasonable expansions of these 
activities be allowed. 

Others have talked about the crucial role of infra-
structure in the greenbelt. We would agree. At the end of 
the day, the requirements to appropriately service tourism 
in wine country do bring specific challenges to rural 
communities. Their road networks, particularly those in 
Lincoln, must be much more extensive and maintained to 
a higher standard than would be normal in another rural 
area because of the tourism traffic they support. 

As you know, a number of our greenbelt communities 
are concerned about their ability to maintain infra-
structure, given the restrictions that will be put on muni-
cipal revenues of the greenbelt. Those communities have 
been working on ideas to address these issues that we 
think should be listened to carefully and acted upon, 
where practical, to make sure we help produce a sus-
tainable tourism product here. 

I talked a little bit before about the need to involve the 
consumer in what we’re doing to drive interest, sales and 
viability in the greenbelt. I think our industry provides a 
pretty compelling case of what can be accomplished 
when you have a clear vision, a sound marketing stra-
tegy, sufficient funding to execute that strategy and a 
terrific product. 

I think all of you are familiar with those sorts of 
supports around marketing for the wine industry, because 
subsequent governments—NDP, Liberal and Conserv-
ative—have been good supporters of the Ontario wine 
industry and its vision over time. As a result, the gov-
ernment has partnered with the industry over many years 
to develop and fund strong marketing campaigns that 
have enhanced consumer awareness of our wines and 
addressed perceptions that stood in the way of people 
buying our wines. The net result is that we’re a healthier 
industry today for all of that. We couldn’t compete, ob-
viously, in our own market against foreign suppliers’ 
heavily subsidized products without that kind of gov-
ernment support. 

We believe this is common in agriculture today, and 
we firmly believe that any strategy for the preservation of 
agricultural land should be coupled with strong research 
and a sound, long-term government commitment to part-
ner with agriculture on a marketing plan to build con-
sumer awareness of their products and interest in buying 
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Ontario products. We would support the fruit growers 
around this issue of a Buy Ontario campaign. That makes 
sense to us as well. 

For us, of course, VQA is the brand, but we do believe 
that Foodland Ontario provides another option. It has a 
strong brand awareness for consumers and we think it 
could provide a strong element of support for an en-
hanced marketing campaign. For example, just thinking 
outside the box, why not showcase fruits and vegetables 
that are in season when the liquor board does the Ontario 
wine promotion in September right around the time of the 
grape and wine festival? Why not allow tastings of 
domestic wines in grocery stores as part of a Foodland 
Ontario promotion for fruit and vegetables, combined 
with recipes? There are lots of things that we could do 
jointly to start to promote our products universally to 
consumers, and I think we will build interest. 

For us, of course, the other key element is the Liquor 
Control Board of Ontario. We have a former minister of 
the liquor board with us today who spent a great deal of 
time and energy persuading the liquor board to be more 
friendly to the Ontario wine industry, and a lot of good 
programs were put in place that have made a real differ-
ence. It’s been our experience, though, that even while 
these programs are successful, there’s a constant need for 
government to remind the liquor board that support of the 
domestic wine industry is critical and is a government 
priority. The current government has just delivered $10 
million for our future marketing campaign, for which 
we’re very grateful and believe it’s very critical. Again, 
that money will be most successfully executed if the 
liquor board is also standing behind the domestic wine 
industry looking for ways to support it. 

There’s a lot going on with the liquor board right now. 
There’s a current review ongoing of the liquor board. We 
will be offering, through the wine council, some sug-
gestions and proposals to government to try to increase 
enhanced support of the liquor board, particularly for our 
smallest wineries. We’re hoping that this panel will also 
take some of those ideas into account. In turn, we believe 
that greater level of support will help sustain the green-
belt over the long term. 

Finally, we think that if we’re going to continue to 
compete in our home market on any kind of level playing 
field, we have to find a way to make the series of 
domestic marketing funding supports permanent for the 
grape and wine industry. Ontario, as you know, is one of 
the top export destinations for wine-producing regions 
around the world, and the vast majority of these regions 
are heavily subsidized by their home governments. The 
support provided to the domestic wine industry to date 
has yielded real returns to the province, because when 
you sell a bottle of Ontario wine, it produces $3.88 worth 
of economic benefit to the province. When you sell a 
bottle of imported wine, it has a 46-cent value to the 
provincial economy. The layering on of the greenbelt in 
that I think makes it more urgent and important that the 
domestic industry advance and succeed. So finding ways 
to produce support that’s ongoing, that can be counted 
on, we think is very critical. 

1220 
We think there are a lot of ideas as well from the 

Ontario tender fruit producers that should be supported, 
and we’ll just touch on a couple of them because they’ve 
dealt with it much more thoroughly than we can. 

Research in particular is an area where government 
has to renew its focus. I think the tender fruit folks have 
spoken to that eloquently, but perhaps we can just give 
you an insight from our industry into why that’s so 
important. 

Throughout the world, the wine industry is heavily 
supported in research. Billions of dollars are made avail-
able, particularly in the European Union and the United 
States, to ensure the health of this industry. Often, that 
funding support takes the form of research. For example, 
in the last few years, tens of millions of dollars have been 
allocated by state and federal governments in the US to 
fight Pierce’s disease and glassy-winged sharpshooters, 
two pretty serious threats to California vineyards. In 
contrast, when our industry was facing the challenge of a 
new pest in 2001, the Asian ladybug, we found ourselves 
largely on our own in trying to initiate and fund research. 
It’s true what Mr. Troup was saying: Vineland research 
station, which used to be a terrific resource and would 
have been in the past for this kind of thing, simply 
doesn’t have the legs any more to be able to do that. This 
contrast makes it very difficult to compete on the world 
stage and even in our home market. 

To level the playing field, the government desperately 
needs to reinvest in research for our sector, both federally 
and provincially. We heard a few weeks ago at a research 
committee that virtually all of the research that the 
federal government funds in grape and wine right now is 
done in British Columbia out of Summerland research 
station. That’s great. We think it’s important for our 
colleagues, but their growing conditions are different 
from ours, their challenges are different from ours. Some 
of those research dollars from the federal government 
need to be repatriated to Ontario. 

In addition, the University of Guelph, Niagara College 
and the Cool Climate Oenology and Viticulture Institute 
at Brock all have important roles to play in reinvigorating 
agricultural research, as does the Horticultural Research 
Institute of Ontario at Vineland. We think the value-
added research initiative being developed by the Agri-
cultural Research Institute of Ontario could provide a 
model for a provincial plan, and we hope that folks will 
look at that. 

We also agree with the growers about the irrigation 
infrastructure needed. I don’t think there’s more that 
needs to be said on that, except that we think that’s an 
excellent initiative that should be thought of. Frankly, if 
you’re going to support agriculture moving forward and 
being made sustainable, infrastructure is a good way to 
look at it. 

Finally, there’s one suggestion that has been made 
regarding farm viability that our industry wouldn’t sup-
port because we think it would deliver the opposite 
result. The Ontario Grape Growers’ Marketing Board has 
argued that the best way to ensure the purchase of all the 
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grapes in the province would be to raise the domestic 
content requirements for blended wines labelled as being 
made from import and domestic content. Right now, our 
blended wines have at least 30% domestic content, and 
that requirement is unique in Ontario. Wine regions 
around the world make blended wines; none of them is 
required to put a specific content from a specific place in 
those blended wines. We derive domestic content 
through our appellation system, through the VQA. All of 
those wines are 100% domestic content. That’s the future 
of our industry, we believe. 

It sounds really easy, to increase the content in our 
blended wines, but what the marketing board doesn’t talk 
about is that right now our legislated grape pricing sys-
tem means that our wineries have to pay the exact same 
price for Chardonnay grapes that go into an $8 bottle of 
blended wine as they pay for Chardonnay grapes that go 
into a $25 premium wine. No other wine region in the 
world operates that way. We have been talking with the 
marketing board about that problem for six years now, 
but we’re no closer to a solution. 

The Chair: Ms. Franklin, you have one minute left to 
summarize. 

Ms. Franklin: Thanks; no problem. 
If our grape pricing system doesn’t change, then 

changing the Wine Content Act would just force higher-
priced grapes into low-cost wines. It would be the 
equivalent of asking the producers of Piat d’Or to put 
high-end grapes from Bordeaux into their wine and pay 
the same price as the Bordeaux producers producing a 
$100 bottle of wine would pay for their grapes. I don’t 
think you need to be an economist to know that that’s not 
a recipe for financial viability anywhere. 

The future of our industry, we believe, is not growing 
more low-cost grapes for our lowest-priced wines. Our 
future is in planting our scarce grape growing land with 
high- quality, high-value grapes destined for VQA wines. 
That’s where we’re going. That’s where our future is. 

We think that we can, as an industry, enhance the 
greenbelt. We’re going to provide leadership in areas of 
development like quality advancement, environmental 
sustainability and the growth of premium wine pro-
duction, and we think all of those things will help support 
the goals of the greenbelt and produce sound environ-
mental stewardship within these critical lands. 

With the ideas we’ve suggested today, we believe the 
greenbelt in Niagara can and will be economically suc-
cessful, and we fully support the government in its plan 
to protect these lands for the future today. 

The Chair: Thank you for your time. We appreciate 
your being here. 

CITY OF BURLINGTON 
The Chair: Our next delegation is the city of Burling-

ton. 
Good afternoon and welcome. Could you identify 

yourself and the organization you’re speaking for. When 
you begin, you’ll have 15 minutes. 

Mr. Bruce Krushelnicki: Thank you very much. 
Chair and members of the standing committee, my name 
is Bruce Krushelnicki and I’m pleased to be afforded this 
opportunity to come before you today as director of the 
planning and building department for the city of Burling-
ton to address you on Bill 135 and the proposed greenbelt 
plan. I have a suspicion that I may be the only thing that 
stands between you and your lunch, so I promise to be 
brief. If you find me reading this quickly, that’ll be the 
reason. 

Mr. Lou Rinaldi (Northumberland): Did you bring 
some? 

Mr. Krushelnicki: I’m happy to join you, if you wish. 
Bill 135 and the greenbelt plan are vitally important to 

the city of Burlington. The greenbelt comprises about one 
half of the land area of the city. The mayor and council of 
the city of Burlington are well-informed of both the bill 
and the draft plan and have authorized the planning 
department, following my report to them of the govern-
ment’s several initiatives, to be involved in the consult-
ation efforts that have been organized as part of the delib-
eration on the bill and the draft greenbelt plan, including 
these committee deliberations. 

I begin by commending the provincial government on 
its long overdue re-engagement in large-scale regional 
and provincial planning. The growth in the GTA and the 
greater Golden Horseshoe, of which we in Burlington are 
a part, has proceeded in a way that has made decisions 
regarding planning, transportation and infrastructure in-
creasingly difficult. As a result of the growth that has 
taken place, the competition for land between housing, 
employment, agriculture, conservation and recreational 
needs, to name a few, has heightened the difficulty of 
making choices about development applications in muni-
cipalities within the regions surrounding Toronto. As a 
result, the GTA is faced with gridlock, infrastructure 
deterioration and serious problems coping with unbridled 
growth. 

Burlington has taken a lead in making serious choices 
about its future that we consider to be in close step with 
those that the province is taking now. Our official plan 
promotes the idea that Burlington comprises both an 
urban and a rural character. This is reflected in a strong 
urban boundary policy in our official plan and that of the 
region of Halton that clearly separates areas of settlement 
along the southern tier from those north of the 403, 
Dundas Street and the 407, where rural, natural and agri-
cultural areas are protected from development, especially 
on our escarpment lands. 

Burlington also supports the principles of sustainable 
development, which recognize that quality of life and a 
healthy economy rely on a healthy environment. The 
draft greenbelt plan reinforces the city’s plans and poli-
cies with additional protection for agricultural lands and 
natural areas, as well as corresponding rural lands. 
Through consultation with provincial staff, Burlington 
has offered its advice and assistance in drawing a green-
belt boundary through our community that will essen-
tially follow the urban settlement boundary as established 
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in the city’s official plan and that of the region through 
official plan amendment 2. There are a few specific 
locations where the boundary has required detailed atten-
tion, especially in the north Aldershot area, north of the 
403, and in the east end near Bronte Creek. Based on the 
consultation with provincial staff, Burlington staff are 
confident that the location of the boundary in relation to 
existing and designated settlement areas will eventually 
be accurately set. 

We were especially pleased to learn that, by operation 
of the bill in its present form, the lands that are part of the 
Niagara Escarpment plan amendment area—we call this 
NEPA 71; you may have heard of this previously—will 
be included in the Niagara Escarpment plan area and will 
therefore receive the protection of greenbelt legislation 
and the plan. Although this may seem to be a primarily 
local issue, as many of you will know, the NEPA 71 
lands were slated, and have been slated, to be the subject 
of lengthy, complicated and potentially very costly joint 
board hearings, prompted by the challenges of several 
developers and land owners. This is now removed, and 
the city and other public authorities are effectively saved 
the expense of a potentially long and protracted hearing. 

Indeed, the general effect of firmly supporting our 
official plan urban boundary policy, which we regard as a 
permanent boundary, with the greenbelt plan provisions 
is that it will save the city from several anticipated chal-
lenges to its urban boundaries by developers. The hear-
ings that this issue could have caused are long and 
tiresome, not to mention expensive. 

In this respect, we entirely support the provision that 
the greenbelt plan be in place without significant amend-
ment for a period of 10 years. This is a reasonable plan-
ning horizon that balances permanence with change. 
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We also support the proposition that no net loss will 
be permitted to the area of the greenbelt and agree with 
the very limited opportunities for appeal. 

We also understand that the lands that we refer to as 
the “gap” lands—and again, you may have heard of these 
from other participants; these are the lands along the 
north side of the 407 that were not placed in the escarp-
ment plan—will eventually be in the greenbelt. Our 
preference has been that these lands will at some time be 
included in the escarpment plan area, and we are encour-
aged by their inclusion in the proposed greenbelt. In 
concert with the escarpment commission, we look for-
ward to the time when the lands are governed by the 
policies of the escarpment plan. 

The resources saved by not having to defend our plans 
from unnecessary hearings and private challenges at the 
edges of the urban area means that staff in my depart-
ment can concentrate on the real challenges that we face 
now as planners, as we approach the build-out of our 
community. 

These next steps are twofold. 
The first is to take stock of the vast potential we have 

in more efficiently using lands that are now within our 
urban boundaries. These are serviced by infrastructure, 

transit and transportation. For planners, the establishment 
of the greenbelt will force us to turn our attention to 
mustering our creative resources to the problems of infill, 
intensification and the redevelopment of brown- and 
greyfield sites so as to make the most of areas in which 
we have already made significant investments. 

Secondly, we can now concentrate on policies to both 
protect and make wise use of the rural, agricultural and 
natural areas in our municipalities in ways that are con-
sistent with maintaining their character and agricultural 
productivity, while enjoying the social benefits of open 
green space. 

With respect to the protection afforded to the greenbelt 
area, we do have some concerns that we would like to 
convey to you from the city of Burlington. The first 
arises from the larger issue of the Niagara-GTA corridor, 
previously known as the mid-peninsula highway. 

As you may know, the city of Burlington vigorously 
opposed attempts to scope the environmental assessment 
of that project. The corridor, in some versions, has the 
potential to make another highway crossing of the 
escarpment, and thus of the proposed greenbelt, in 
Burlington, depending on the EA process. The city’s 
preference is that major transportation corridors and 
infrastructure do not traverse the key environmental 
features of the greenbelt and of the escarpment. Our read-
ing of the bill and of the draft plan suggests that some 
strengthening of the language would assist in ensuring 
that important values will be protected during this 
process. 

We are also concerned with the treatment of aggregate 
resources in the bill and in the plan. Burlington has 
considerable experience with aggregate extraction arising 
from existing operations and several forthcoming pro-
posals. We understand the value of aggregate and the 
balance that the province is attempting to achieve in this 
commodity. However, we are concerned that the pro-
hibition on municipalities’ being more restrictive than the 
plan may place our existing policies in jeopardy—poli-
cies that have been formulated through lengthy processes 
involving consultation with both the public and the 
industry.  

Along with our regional partners, we believe that we 
have been careful stewards of the rural area. Based on 
our experience, we have adopted stringent but necessary 
requirements for aggregate operations. We would hope 
that the greenbelt would not have the effect of lessening 
our ability to manage the impacts from aggregate oper-
ations in the interests of the citizens of Burlington. 

Finally, it is not clear to us how conflicts between the 
various plans will be resolved. Our understanding and 
preference is that in any case of a conflict between 
greenbelt plan policies and local policies or regulations, 
the more stringent policies would prevail. There are in-
stances where the greenbelt plan may provide what we 
regard as a minimum level of protection, a much-needed 
minimum. However, in cases where we feel compelled 
by good reason to be more restrictive inside and outside 
the greenbelt, we are hopeful that the law and the plan 
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will permit a higher level of local protection based on our 
own particular and locally determined needs. 

Again, we are pleased to see the provincial govern-
ment providing direction and support to the municipal 
level in the form of recent planning initiatives, including 
the greenbelt legislation, the Places to Grow initiative 
and the many other planning reforms. They are support-
ive of our own planning documents and will provide clar-
ity and resolution in several areas that had the potential to 
be costly and uncertain for the city.  

Subject to the concerns that we have mentioned, the 
greenbelt supports our own planning policies and chal-
lenges local planners and planning officials to rethink 
urban and suburban development and to focus on more 
efficient, more vibrant and more compact urban develop-
ment forms in the future. 

Thank you for this opportunity to come before you. 
The Chair: You’ve left two minutes for each party, 

beginning with the government side.  
Mrs. Van Bommel: Thank you for your presentation. 

I certainly want to add our thanks as well to Mayor 
MacIsaac for his leadership on the Greenbelt Task Force. 
It was very much appreciated. 

Mr. Krushelnicki: I’m sure he would wish to extend 
his compliments to you, ma’am. Thank you. 

Mrs. Van Bommel: Thank you. You’re speaking 
about having adequate space within your urban boun-
daries for future growth. How much land do you cur-
rently have for that future growth, and how many years 
out do you think that will take you? 

Mr. Krushelnicki: In terms of greenfield opportun-
ities, we are now developing the last major opportunity 
that Burlington has within its serviced urban boundaries, 
in the northeast quadrant. This is known as the Alton 
village. It will accommodate about 8,000 people and 
9,000 jobs on about 4,000 acres. Once that is filled, that’s 
the end of our greenfield opportunities. We will have 
built out our community to the extent of our permanent 
urban boundary. That, we think, will happen in the next 
three to five or seven years. 

Mrs. Van Bommel: And then you will move on to the 
brownfield, or are you going to work on that at the same 
time? 

Mr. Krushelnicki: We’re in the process of very 
seriously thinking about what it will be like when we 
have completed the development of our greenfields. 
There’s a transition period toward that, but what it will 
mean to us is that we have to rethink what we, as 
planners, conceive of as an urban area and how we will 
develop and grow as an urban area. We may not grow in 
extent. We will have to increase densities. We’ll have to 
make better use of infill sites. We’ll have to look at 
brownfield and greyfield sites, as I mentioned, so we’ll 
just make a much more intensive use of the city. 

Our population projections for the planning horizon of 
15 to 20 years are 180,000. Our present population is 
about 150,000, so in a sense, we’re trying to locate 
20,000 to 30,000 people within the existing urban 
boundaries. That will be an important challenge. 

The Chair: For the official opposition, Mr. Hudak. 
Mr. Hudak: Thank you, Chair. Mr. Yakabuski might 

have a question too. 
Bruce, thank you for the presentation. I do mean this 

with respect, but one thing that greatly concerns me is the 
imbalance of power and influence. The only appeal 
mechanism in the legislation as it stands is through the 
minister himself. Mayor MacIsaac worked hard on this 
committee, and it looks like he got his way: You’re 
generally satisfied with the mapping and the boundaries. 

The mid-peninsula corridor, which you brought up as 
an example, has been thrown back to square one. We’ve 
tossed out four years of hard work, and now we’re 
studying whether the highway is even needed in the first 
place. It seems elementary that the mid-peninsula corri-
dor would support this government initiative by helping 
move development to the south and the west. 

Other communities here—Lincoln, Grimsby, 
Thorold—have all brought concerns with the map, how 
they’re being boxed in. They’ve brought forward 
concerns about a garbage dump and a cemetery being 
included as tender fruit land. Burlington made a good 
relationship and got their way. I don’t think small towns 
here in Niagara are feeling the same way. 

What makes it more difficult is that if there are regular 
hard-working farmers—many here in the audience—
they’re not going to have a chance to talk to Minister 
Gerretsen. They’re not going to have a chance to go to 
the right fundraiser and get their appeal. There will be no 
mechanism for them to appeal their property in a fair, 
transparent and public manner. That’s why we in the 
opposition are pushing hard for that fairness, for that day 
in court for people to say, “Show me that science. Show 
me why I’m in here,” because there’s no way they’ll ever 
get their five minutes with the minister. There should be 
a fair and transparent appeal mechanism for fairness. It’s 
easier for the big cities, but for the small towns and the 
farmers, we have great concerns about the fairness of this 
legislation. 

The Chair: If you want to respond, you have 15 
seconds. 

Mr. Krushelnicki: I’m thankful for the comment. 
Thank you. 

The Chair: Thank you for your delegation today. We 
appreciate you being here. 

NIAGARA NORTH 
FEDERATION OF AGRICULTURE 

The Chair: Our next delegation is the Niagara North 
Federation of Agriculture. 

Mr. Albert Witteveen: Good afternoon, Madam 
Chair. 

The Chair: Good afternoon. Thank you for coming. 
Mr. Witteveen: Thank you for hosting today. My 

name is Albert Witteveen. I have been a full-time poultry 
farmer for the past 15 years. I basically make the major-
ity of my living on the farm. I’m here on behalf of the 
Niagara North Federation of Agriculture. I’m also a 
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municipal councillor, outside of the greenbelt, in the 
township of West Lincoln, so I have different interests in 
this forum. But I will focus on why I’m here and who I’m 
representing. 

The Niagara North Federation of Agriculture is an 
organization with over 1,100 family farms. The mandate 
of the federation is to promote and to protect agriculture 
in the Niagara Peninsula. Niagara offers the most diver-
sified area of food production in all of Canada, and 
agriculture has proven to be the economic mainstay in 
Niagara. 
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The directors of Niagara North have reviewed the 
proposed Greenbelt Act and would like to comment on 
the draft report. 

The agricultural community of Niagara understands 
that we need to protect our agricultural land base, and we 
believe we have been team players in the implementation 
of many programs involving the protection of Niagara’s 
agricultural industry. 

Our directors work closely with Niagara region and 
have completed several studies, including Securing a 
Legacy for Niagara’s Agricultural Land: A Vision from 
One Voice, and the Regional Agricultural Economic 
Impact Study. 

The agriculture industry in Niagara generated in ex-
cess of $511 million in gross farm receipts, $400 million 
in direct sales, $562 million in indirect sales and $832 
million in induced sales. Agriculture in Niagara had a 
$1.8-billion effect on the Niagara economy. This is 
something to be proud of. It’s here and it’s working. 

Should Niagara farmlands be protected? Definitely. 
Should the province of Ontario help protect the farm-
lands of Niagara through promotion programs, the devel-
opment of infrastructure and the development of a made-
in-Niagara policy? Definitely. Should the farmlands of 
Niagara arbitrarily be frozen under the greenbelt? 
Definitely not, unless the conditions listed below are 
incorporated into the act. Farmers are stewards of the 
land and will continue to protect the land, providing it 
remains a viable industry. 

The vision of the Niagara North Federation of Agri-
culture is to produce an economically healthy, secure 
agricultural industry in Niagara that will encourage farm 
renewal through a new generation of producers. You can 
freeze the land but you cannot force people to farm it. It 
has to be mutually beneficial or the whole industry will 
die. 

One of the visions of the Greenbelt Task Force is to 
sustain and nurture the region’s agricultural sector. Their 
goal is to enhance quality of life by performing an array 
of functions across the region, including preserving 
viable agricultural land as a continuing commercial 
source of food and employment, recognizing the critical 
importance of the agriculture sector’s prosperity to the 
regional economy. How will the quality of life be en-
hanced for food producers in Niagara if you dictate what 
they must produce on their land? Will there be com-
pensation for those who cannot make their frozen land 

viable? If the agricultural land is no longer viable, will it 
still be preserved? What rights will the farm owners have 
after their land is legislated? There are too many grey 
areas in this act that must be clarified before it is passed. 

We challenge the government of Ontario to work with 
the farmers of Niagara. We have the experience and 
knowledge to make the farmland of Niagara very profit-
able, but we lack the resources and research needed to 
reach this peak. We are willing to work with the gov-
ernment in the development of programs that will en-
hance the agricultural community. Freezing land is a 
Band-Aid solution to a growing problem. If the govern-
ment is serious about preserving viable agricultural lands, 
then help us to produce our products with pride and 
provide us with the tools to make this land productive 
and prosperous. 

The Niagara North Federation of Agriculture requests 
that the following conditions be incorporated into the act: 

—That the government establish a task force on the 
viability of agriculture in Ontario and that several 
Niagara farmers be invited to participate on this task 
force. 

—That the task force complete a baseline assessment 
of the current viability of farms proposed to be included 
in the act and monitor the effects of the proposed act 
annually. This would include the fluctuation of land 
prices, tax assessments and interest rates. 

—That eligible farmers who will lose the right to a 
retirement severance because of the proposed act be 
compensated. 

—That the land protected under the act is properly 
defined with a definite boundary, not just land that is 
categorized as good grape growing land, and that this 
definition be science-based, not simply based on muni-
cipal boundaries. 

—That land that is scientifically determined unviable 
not be included in the protection of the Greenbelt Act. 

—That protected farms are able to follow the same 
best farm management practices that others throughout 
the province must follow, including the use of pesticides. 

—That any and all land declared under the act be 
classified as vulnerable to road salt, therefore forcing 
municipalities, regions and the province to follow the 
code of practice for the environmental management of 
road salt. 

—That research dollars be provided to the Vineland 
research station so that research can continue in Niagara. 
It is essential that we continue publicly funded research 
so that the farms of Niagara can continue to prosper. 

—That the budget for Ontario’s Ministry of Agri-
culture be increased to meet the demands of the agri-
culture sector. Extension services such as crop and 
livestock advisors, 4-H programs and advisory services 
have been severely downsized. Farmers must now rely on 
information and advice from the agricultural supply busi-
nesses. 

—Irrigation rights must be protected and water taking 
for irrigation must remain a normal farming practice. 
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Agriculture must be exempt from the proposed permit to 
take water and the Great Lakes charter. 

—A clear statement that farmlands are not open to 
public access. 

—That there be no constraints on value-added com-
modities and agri-tourism. 

—Consistent application of the Farming and Food 
Production Protection Act, including a clearly defined 
dispute resolution process. 

—That the long-term economic viability of farm oper-
ations be ensured so that future generations can continue 
to farm the lands in Niagara. 

—Municipalities must be compensated for the loss of 
revenue as a result of the Greenbelt Act. 

The farmers of Niagara challenge all levels of govern-
ment to buy Ontario. Support the farmer, and the farmer 
will support the economy. 

The vision of the Niagara North Federation of Agri-
culture is to produce an economically healthy, secure 
agricultural industry in Niagara that will encourage farm 
renewal through a new generation of producers. This can 
only happen if the agricultural industry in Niagara 
remains viable. 

As has been said many times today, protect the farmer, 
and the farmer will protect the land. 

The Chair: Each party has two and a half minutes to 
speak. Our first speaker will be from the government 
side. 

Mrs. Van Bommel: Thank you very much for your 
presentation. It’s nice to see a fellow broiler producer. 

In your presentation, you mentioned statistics about 
the loss of land in the Niagara area. On Monday, Stats 
Canada put out a report which says that Ontario has the 
worst record in terms of loss of farmland. You’re saying 
that we are losing about 15%, and they’re saying about 
11%, on average. We’re also being told that we’re 
moving toward the need for more good farmland; that as 
farmers, we’re actually looking for more farmland to use. 

In terms of what has happened in the Niagara region, 
and as a broiler producer, can you tell me what has 
happened to broiler producers in this area, the numbers 
you had at one time and that you have now? 

Mr. Witteveen: I believe that out of the economic 
impact study, the feather industry—we’ll call them that, 
because that would include the turkeys, the eggs and the 
broilers—basically had value equivalent to the wine 
industry here in Niagara. I guess our greatest challenge is 
the minimum distance separation from our livestock 
buildings to the next-closest resident. That has been a 
challenge, somewhat of our own making. Requesting 
retirement lots will also encourage that type of conflict. 

As a municipal councillor and as president of the 
federation for probably almost seven years now, I believe 
that the Niagara region planning department has done a 
very good job in Niagara, as far as planning goes. I 
believe that Niagara has been more restrictive in its 
planning process than other parts of Ontario and has 
recognized these areas of importance and has worked in a 
positive manner with the agricultural community. I also 

sit on an agricultural subcommittee at the region so I can 
have input. 

I hope that answers your question. 
Mrs. Van Bommel: You mentioned committees, and 

your recommendations also talk about having farmers 
included on the advisory panel. What percentage of the 
advisory panel should farmers make up, and how would 
we select those farmers? Should they be selected based 
on where they come from or based on their commodities? 
How would we go about doing that? 
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Mr. Witteveen: The common sense approach would 
be to have a diversified group of people. As to the 
number you were asking for, half of the committee, I 
believe, should be made up of farmers, because it should 
be who operates the land base. If the farmers operate 
60% of the land base, then they should have that rep-
resentation. I know, through political fields, it’s usually 
representation by population, and that is where the agri-
culture community is always challenged. In West Lin-
coln, we’re only 12,500 people. We are the largest land 
base in Niagara. We have one representative on a council 
of 30 people. That is one of the largest problems that the 
agriculture community faces throughout the whole 
province. 

Mrs. Van Bommel: I understand. 
Mr. Witteveen: We control— 
The Chair: Thank you for the answer. The official 

opposition, Mr. Hudak. 
Mr. Hudak: My colleague would like to ask a ques-

tion, so I’ll try to be brief. 
First, thanks so much for the presentation. I think 

you’re being humble, Albert. You’re also a municipal 
councillor in West Lincoln and a member of the agri-
cultural task force, so very broad advice, and I appreciate 
all the advice you’ve given me as your MPP. 

A quick question back for you: The grape growers and 
tender fruit talked about taxation treatment similar to 
what’s been granted recently to the maple sugar industry. 
Do you think that should be broadened? 

Secondly, a comment on the Vanclief-Bedggood 
report: Specifically, they limit the size of value-operated 
operations on the farm in their report to 1,600 square feet 
in size and no more 4,500 hours annually for labour. Do 
you have any comments on that? 

Mr. Witteveen: I guess I can speak with a little bit of 
experience, through you, Chair, to Mr. Hudak. I do have 
a small retail operation on my farm retailing poultry pro-
ducts and I am being taxed at a farm rate, so there is 
concern. If everybody is promoting value-added and I 
have taken that initiative, then I think that would be the 
assistance, and I guess the assistance through taxation 
policy would allow me to operate a value-added oper-
ation on my farm. 

Limiting it to the retail size from the report, it seemed 
a little restrictive, considering my workweek probably is 
about 70 hours a week, in a combination of many things. 
It’s very restrictive in requesting basically two people 
throughout the whole year. There are operations that 
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demand higher employment at certain times in the value-
added. So I believe there is not enough flexibility to 
make that more palatable. 

Mr. Hudak: Thank you. 
The Chair: You have 30 seconds if you want to use it. 
Mr. John Yakabuski (Renfrew–Nipissing–Pembroke): 

It seems to me that every time we’ve had a person from 
the agricultural industry speak to us, almost unanimously 
their concern is that if there are not viability support 
programs for farmers, the government can designate land 
any way it wants but there’s not going to be anybody 
there farming it at some point in the not-too-distant future 
because it’s simply not going to be profitable for them to 
do so. Would you feel that viability support programs 
have to be in concert with this bill, that we can’t proceed 
with the implementation of this bill if those support 
programs are not in place? 

Mr. Witteveen: I agree. Being from a supply-man-
aged commodity, that is my support. I’m a business 
person. I’m not a second-generation farmer. I started 
farming 15 years ago as a business person seeing an 
opportunity. I also saw the viability in my industry, being 
supply management, to give me a cost of production and 
a return for my investment. That has made me an integral 
part of the social fabric of my rural community. I am 
viable. I shop locally. I support locally. If I’m not viable, 
then I leave. We lose an aspect of our social fabric in the 
rural economy. So viability plays a very key role. 

The Chair: Ms. Churley, you have two and a half 
minutes. 

Ms. Churley: Thank you very much for your pres-
entation. I’m interested in some of your suggestions. 
They are similar to others that have been raised.  

It seems to me that the greenbelt is just the tip of the 
iceberg in terms of a whole bunch of other pieces of 
legislation and government action that impacts on you, 
like the Nutrient Management Act, the Safe Drinking 
Water Act, the permits to take water, watersheds, source 
protection planning, this greenbelt, the rural plan, and I 
could go on and on. I think I could suggest that that’s part 
of the problem. You feel impacted by those without the 
resources coming from government and proper con-
sultation. That’s one question. 

Secondly, you talk about viability, and you have some 
suggestions. A task force is great, but at the same time 
there are some things the government should and can be 
doing right now with you; for instance, bringing back the 
Niagara tender fruit land program that our government 
brought in and that was taken away. Just as one example, 
would you like to see that brought back, along with some 
other immediate steps taken to help with that viability?  

Mr. Witteveen: Just on the aspect of being inundated 
with many rules and regulations, I don’t think we’re 
opposed to it; we would just like it to be farmer-friendly. 
I’m doing on-farm food safety, and that is to show the 
public that we’re doing due diligence to produce high-
quality food for our consumers. I don’t think farmers 
begrudge that. It just needs to be farmer-friendly on the 
aspect of rules and regulations, and a little bit slower 

process so that we can feel we’re a partner versus it being 
forced upon us. 

On the tender fruit program that your government 
introduced, I believe there is interest in the agricultural 
community to bring that back. Some people want to be 
part of it. It should be a tool in our toolbox of choices 
about how we would like to see that farmland enter into 
the future. We don’t have one tool to do our jobs; we like 
a toolbox full of tools, and that would help us. It would 
create the viability factor for agriculture.  

The Chair: Thank you for your delegation today. 

BRAD REIMER 
The Chair: Our next speaker is Jackie Reimer. 
Mr. Brad Reimer: I’m here on behalf of Jackie. 
The Chair: OK. If you could identify yourself and 

give us your address, and when you begin, you’ll have 10 
minutes. 

Mr. Reimer: Thank you. My name is Brad Reimer. 
I’m appearing here to speak on behalf of Jackie Reimer, 
who is currently working together with Joanne Cothran 
to protect the interests of the DiCecca family in Flam-
borough. 

Honoured members of the Legislative Assembly of 
Ontario, we wish to thank you for the opportunity to 
speak at this meeting. I’m a little nervous, so I’m going 
to stick to my prepared comments for the most part, I 
think. 

We are here to voice our grave concern regarding Bill 
135, the Greenbelt Act, particularly as it concerns 
property in Waterdown owned by the DiCecca family. 
We admit that we are not here to advance or address any 
particular polemic or any broader polemic than this 
proposed legislation and how it impacts this one family. 
At the same time, we hope that it at least shines as an 
example of what even Mr. Hudak was referring to earlier, 
which is that there are a lot of people who aren’t being 
heard or who hadn’t been heard when this legislation was 
prepared. We’d like to add our voices to the many others 
that have expressed concerns about the, to our mind, 
autocratic manner in which Bill 135, the greenbelt pro-
tection act, is being forced upon the people of Ontario. 

The properties owned by the DiCecca family fall 
within the bounds of concession 4, lots 12 and 13, east of 
Highway 6 and north of Parkside Drive, as shown on the 
attached draft greenbelt detailed map. I said for sectors 
87 and 88; I apologize. It’s just sector 88 on that map.  

Under the proposed boundaries of the greenbelt 
protection act, a grave injustice is about to be forced 
upon the DiCecca family. These properties have been 
part of the DiCecca estate for four generations. I would 
like to add as a sidebar here that they did farm the land 
for over 80 years, initially with fruit and vegetables and 
more recently with sod and topsoil, but most of that was 
in the more picturesque and pastoral days of our past, 
before big business and factory farming rendered the 
smaller family farm less profitable, at least such that the 
current generation of DiCeccas are largely not farmers 
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any more; they’ve moved to the city to seek their 
fortunes elsewhere. 

It has been for many years the intention of the older 
generation of DiCeccas—and the younger generation, for 
that matter—to develop this land for residential or 
commercial purposes in the near future, especially as this 
land is quite clearly strategically located to further the 
future development of Waterdown. If the proposed 
greenbelt boundaries are passed as legislation, the prop-
erty will become drastically devalued, based on the aver-
age value of agricultural versus development land in this 
area. 

In addition, there is clear evidence—information that 
perhaps was not available to the greenbelt committee 
when they established the proposed boundaries—to sup-
port the assertion that Waterdown should and has 
intended to put this land to urban use in the near future. 
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First, the southern half of East Flamborough con-
cession 4, lots 12 and 13—and this is the section from 
south of the recognized natural heritage system, running 
east to west through these properties, south to Parkside 
Drive—are the only lands adjacent to the north side of 
Parkside Drive between Centre Road and Highway 6 that 
are included in the greenbelt draft plan protected area. 
This discrepancy is unfair. One has only to view the 
greenbelt draft map for sector 87 to see how conspicuous 
and seemingly arbitrary the inclusion of these properties 
in the protected area appears. Removing this section from 
the protected area and designating it as future develop-
ment land would square off the northwest corner of urban 
Waterdown. 

Secondly, in the year 1995, the municipality of Flam-
borough approached the owners of East Flamborough 
concession 4, part-lot 12, designated as 63 Parkside 
Drive—this is a 97-acre tract of land—and offered to 
purchase their land. The owners declined the offer at the 
time because the amount offered was very low relative to 
what they felt the land was worth in the near future and 
what the value of development land in that area is. It has 
also come to light that in 2001 the OMB sent applications 
to landowners in that part of Waterdown to request in-
clusion in future development plans, but due to some 
miscommunication or bias, the DiCeccas or the co-
tenants of lots 12 and 13 did not receive that application. 

The next paragraph in my presentation talks about 
how the city of Hamilton’s long-range planning and 
design has at least hinted that these properties are in the 
greenbelt plan because they have not been serviced with 
water and sewer lines. They also told us that there are 
transportation issues, that that area is not very accessible, 
but this just doesn’t make any sense, really, because there 
is water and sewer running right up to those properties, 
both east and west, and the properties are right on the 
corner of a major crossroads, namely Highway 6 and 
Parkside Drive, so that doesn’t seem right. 

Finally, it has come to light that the preferred route for 
the proposed mid-peninsula highway runs immediately to 
the north of the DiCecca properties and may even cut 

across the borders of these properties. So it’s reasonable 
to expect that, if that highway was ever to be built, the 
property falling between the mid-peninsula highway 
down to the urban boundaries of Waterdown would be 
imminent development land. 

East Flamborough concession 4, lots 12 and 13, is 
directly across the street from the new development 
already occurring in Waterdown. This land was in-
cluded—and I think this is my main point now—in the 
area protected by the greenbelt plan without soliciting 
any feedback or permission from the DiCecca family. We 
wonder how it could be, in a democratic system of 
government, that legitimate, taxpaying landowners have 
absolutely no part in a decision-making process that will 
ultimately lead to drastic restrictions in the use of their 
land and an unthinkable reduction in property values. 

We request that these properties be excluded from the 
greenbelt. In fact, we already appeared at the city of 
Hamilton town planning meeting on December 7, 2004, 
and formally requested that those properties be added to 
report PD04172(a), appendix B, as proposed land to 
remove from the greenbelt. Our request was duly noted 
and added to that report. Appendix B of that report 
proposes trade-offs within the inner boundaries of the 
draft greenbelt plan in and around Hamilton, and addition 
of this relatively small trade-off would not significantly 
change the balance of the trade-off proposed in that 
report. From what I could tell in that Hamilton town 
planning meeting, Hamilton didn’t sound too happy 
about the proposed boundaries either and is feeling a 
little strangled by it all. A lot of the development land in 
Hamilton that is available is apparently on the path that 
they can’t really develop because of the noise from the 
airport or whatever. 

In any case, we are continuing to appeal to all levels of 
government, insisting that this matter be resolved in a 
manner satisfactory to the landowners involved. We urge 
the members of this standing committee to recognize the 
DiCecca case as part of the growing body of evidence 
that Bill 135, the Greenbelt Act, has been drafted without 
even a modicum of input from the many Ontario resi-
dents who will be affected by it. It is perplexing that our 
provincial government is attempting to fast-track a piece 
of legislation that is so important and has such sweeping 
ramifications. 

I’m not trying to be a smart aleck, but there were a 
number of other people today who have drawn parallels 
with what’s going on in California, so I have a parallel of 
my own. I think they’re spending more time weeding 
through potential jurors for the pending trial of the self-
proclaimed king of pop, Michael Jackson, than what the 
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing spent doing 
public consultations for this legislation. Somehow, it just 
doesn’t seem— 

Interjections. 
Ms. Churley: You’ve got them fighting now. 
Mr. Reimer: Yes. We just think that a lot more 

people need to be heard. I was being facetious, obvious-
ly, but in that case they have this beautiful mechanism 
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whereby they make sure that complete objectivity is 
maintained and public accountability is the main issue 
and everything, but it doesn’t seem like there’s been any 
public accountability here at all. At least, when I say 
“public,” I mean people who are going to be directly 
affected. Thousands upon thousands of people who are 
going to be affected by this had no voice whatsoever 
before the legislation was drafted. 

In closing and in particular, we believe that the Green-
belt Act must consider not only the future generations of 
Ontario residents, but also the rights and interests of the 
current generation.  

If I have a couple more minutes, I just want to reflect 
on what the current generation really wants out of this. I 
get this vibe that there’s been this constant lumping of 
people like the DiCeccas into the same category as the 
speculators, who want to just buy this land and then make 
a big profit off it; probably not even buying it with their 
own money necessarily but just making a big profit on it. 
The DiCeccas, while they want to make a profit on their 
land, don’t have a right to do that or whatever. 

The current generation of DiCeccas were farmers. 
Mostly all that’s left are just matriarchs. The husbands 
have all passed on. Even the husbands—my father-in-law 
is a great example. He was a farmer in Ontario and 
farmed his land his entire life with courage and con-
viction. There’s a proverb that says, “The wise man 
leaves an inheritance for his children’s children,” and 
that’s really all he wants to do. He wants to leave some-
thing of meaning to his children’s children. When he says 
“something of meaning,” I don’t think he means a nice 
park where they can go and look at all the nice trees and 
say, “Yeah, that used to be our farm.” What he means is 
that he wants to pass something substantial on to them so 
they can educate their children, pay for their houses, pay 
their bills and things like that. 

The Chair: Mr. Reimer, you have 10 seconds left. 
Mr. Reimer: I’m sorry, 15 minutes goes by so quick-

ly. I thank you for your time and for listening to me. 
The Chair: Thank you very much for your delegation. 

TOWN OF GRIMSBY 
The Chair: The last delegation before we break will 

be the town of Grimsby. 
Mr. Bob Bentley: Good afternoon, Madam Chair, and 

thank you very much, committee members, for allowing 
me the opportunity to speak. Seeing as how I’m the last 
person before your lunch break, I’ll try not to keep you 
too long. I would also note that my presentation here is 
just a summary of the written document or the full 
presentation that each of you is going to be given, and 
there’s enough for the members of the committee. 

It should also be noted that we recognize that this is 
important legislation for which the time has come, and it 
is with this importance in mind that we bring to the 
committee’s attention the areas that we feel require 
further considered review. 

As you know from previous reports such as Places to 
Grow, over the next 30 years a significant number of 
residents are going to be moving into Ontario. A large 
percentage of these people will settle in the greater 
Golden Horseshoe region, which is one of the fastest-
growing areas in North America and is the economic 
engine of Canada. We need to make sure that we can 
accommodate this growth and make it work. 

A great many of these people will want to call 
Grimsby home, as we are the gateway to Niagara, which 
has proven to be a location of choice for many people. 
Our principal concern in Grimsby is that the legislation, 
when enacted, not be entrenched with a broad-brush 
approach, as is presently contained in the Greenbelt Act. 

Our growth within the current urban area will now 
result in a supply of land that will expire in three to four 
years. Bill 135 will effectively stop the town of Grimsby 
from designating any additional urban land to accom-
modate growth, despite the fact that over 20 years ago we 
serviced our urban expansion. With the advent of the 
greenbelt plan, all lands outside the current urban boun-
dary will be (1) Niagara Escarpment lands, which are 
protected by the Niagara Escarpment Planning and 
Development Act; (2) designated as protected country-
side; or (3) tender fruit and grape lands in the greenbelt 
plan. 

The Niagara Escarpment legislation governs a large 
area of land within this municipality and, while we do not 
always agree with the policies, landowners as well as the 
municipality at least have a vehicle by which to appeal 
for review, provided they undertake to supply a statement 
of justification for the amendment, accompanied by 
research material, reports, plans and the like that were 
used in preparation of the amendment. A vehicle such as 
this in the greenbelt legislation would, at the very least, 
put an onus on the landowner and the municipality to 
prove that the lands the province wishes to protect are, or 
are not, suitable for tender fruit and grapes. 
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I must point out that the designated areas in Grimsby 
do not even allow a review, as contemplated by the legis-
lation. Therefore, we have no place to grow. Our con-
centration for review provisions would be the area west 
of Casablanca Boulevard and north of Regional Road 81. 
This area is serviced by municipal water and sewers and 
is critical to our drainage plans. The area now encom-
passes over 200 homes, an elementary school, a sports 
complex and commercial lands. In addition, the parcels 
presumed to be tender fruit land are small, non-
contiguous parcels, thus not allowing what would be 
considered viable farmland. 

We are aware of site-specific studies by respected 
viniculture experts who have concluded that the lands 
proposed to be frozen are not viable vineyards. We also 
have environment study reports prepared for the Ministry 
of Transportation of Ontario acknowledging that fruit 
farms adjacent to the QEW are adversely affected by salt 
being used as a de-icing agent on the highway. It would 
seem reasonable that considerate review, based on 
already constructed infrastructure and reports that in-
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dicate the land is not viable—that it become at the very 
least an area subject to site-specific review in the 
legislation. We would advocate that considerate study is 
required, and therefore agree with the proposals of the 
original Greenbelt Task Force, which recommended that 
key agricultural lands be identified for protection using 
science, including considering the criteria and method-
ology of the LEAR system—the agricultural land evalu-
ation area review—consideration of socio-economic 
factors such as fragmentation, urban/suburban encroach-
ments and related factors that affect feasibility and 
viability of farming. 

We feel that the area west of Casablanca and north of 
Regional Road 81 is in keeping with the provincial direc-
tive of smart growth by optimizing the use of existing 
infrastructure, identifying strategic infrastructure invest-
ments to support urban growth and development in the 
greater Golden Horseshoe while protecting the envi-
ronment and identifying how to pay for infrastructure 
investments. 

The pressure of losing the opportunity to expand the 
western boundary of the urban area of the town also 
causes us considerable concern, as the town on its own 
has a general height restriction of four storeys, to allow 
vistas of the escarpment that everybody has treasured 
over the years. To intensify within the existing com-
munity, as advocated through the greenbelt plan, will 
destroy the small-town aura that presently exists here. 

The no-growth scenario that will result from this plan 
will have significant financial implications on the town 
of Grimsby and the region of Niagara. We feel that 
economic impact is an important consideration that must 
be carefully contemplated by the government if it is 
going to freeze out all growth options in this community. 
As well, the province must be prepared to provide on-
going financial compensation if necessary. 

Again, I want to thank you very much. I asked for five 
to 10 minutes and just wanted to give you a brief 
overview. The rest of our detailed presentation is at your 
place. 

The Chair: We were generous and gave you 15, so if 
you’d like to talk some more, you can. You still have just 
over nine minutes to talk. 

Mr. Bentley: I appreciate that, Madam Chair, but the 
purpose of my being here today is that I wasn’t sure any-
body was listening. I’ve actually had an audience with 
the minister on two separate occasions personally and 
with representatives from his office. I made a presen-
tation at the original Greenbelt Task Force. That resulted 
in my losing another 6,500 acres of land. So I’m not sure 
that making presentations is a good thing. That’s why it 
was important for me to be here today just to make 
sure— 

Ms. Churley: You took a big risk. 
Mr. Bentley: I did take a big risk, yes. 
I want to make sure, if you people are the ones who 

are reviewing this or making the recommendations, that 
you know what this actually does to the town of 
Grimsby. This is the single largest thing that is ever 
going to hit this town and what it will do to it ongoing if 

we cannot afford to maintain our infrastructure which 
we’ve already put into the ground. If you’re not planning 
to pay us for that infrastructure or replace the topsoil that 
the province took a number of years ago and sold around 
the province, we’re sort of at a loss. I was hoping that 
you would be kind enough to allow me the time. As I told 
Jennifer Mossop and also Tim Hudak, I’m not sure who 
gets to make the decisions. Hopefully you are the people 
who do. I’d be open for any questions. 

The Chair: We have almost three minutes for each 
party, starting with the official opposition. 

Mr. Hudak: Thank you, Mayor Bentley, for an excel-
lent presentation and for all the background material. 

At the start, I’d just like to thank all members of the 
committee for wanting to hear from the mayor of 
Grimsby and making this possible today. Thanks for 
hosting us, as well, in this fine municipality. 

You make an excellent point. To credit Minister 
Gerretsen, his staff are all here. They met with Grimsby 
and they’re working hard. The problem I have is that I 
don’t have confidence that the politicians are the right 
ones to make these mapping decisions. Quite frankly, it’s 
behind closed doors. You referenced the LEAR studies, 
for example, which have not been made public so you 
could actually see how the science hits the soil, so to 
speak. 

One thing we’ve heard at the committee that I feel is a 
proper approach is some sort of review, whether a peer 
review or a tribunal that would be science-based, so that 
the municipality of Grimsby or a farmer in the Grimsby 
or Beamsville area could have his or her day in court, so 
to speak, in a clear and transparent process outside of 
government. What do you think of that sort of approach? 

Mr. Bentley: I think that would be at least a positive 
step for sure, because I heard comments that didn’t 
please me when I was with the minister—it didn’t come 
from him but from some of his planning staff—ques-
tioning the judgment of our town planners or our view of 
the viability of the land, when we actually have studies 
that show it’s not viable in some areas. When I hear those 
comments, I don’t really have a lot of trust in it either, 
and that’s why I haven’t slept a lot in the last couple of 
weeks. 

I have a number of farmers who have presented their 
year-end receipts over the last five to 10 years on exactly 
what the crops are bearing plus what it costs them, and 
they cannot make a living. I think it would certainly be a 
positive move to have a review process similar to the 
Niagara Escarpment Commission, as I mention in here. 
At least you have an impartial audience that is charged 
with protecting the environment, and you have to present 
your case based on fact. I think that’s where this should 
be. 

Mr. Hudak: You’ve also been a strong advocate for 
taxpayers in the sense that if Grimsby is frozen, you’re 
concerned about how you’re going to pay for future 
services in the municipality. Do you want to reinforce 
that point with the committee? 

Mr. Bentley: Yes. We have a large seniors population 
and, as you see, I always say the sun always shines in 
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Grimsby. It is a temperate climate because of our lo-
cation with the escarpment and the lake, and it is a little 
bit warmer. That’s why the tender fruit across the region 
actually flourishes down here. With an increasing popu-
lation of seniors on fixed incomes and a depleting supply 
base that’s going to be gone in three years, our children, 
let alone the seniors, won’t be able to afford to buy a 
house in this municipality. They just won’t be able to 
afford it in order for us to try to keep the infrastructure in 
the ground: the roadways, the water and everything else 
that’s currently there. We wouldn’t be able to keep up 
without increasing taxes more than the price of inflation, 
because development charges alone don’t cut it. 

The Chair: Ms. Churley, you have three minutes. 
Ms. Churley: Thank you very much. I’m glad you 

had an opportunity to come and speak to us today. I was 
shocked when I found out you weren’t on the list, so 
we’re happy that you were available to come and give us 
your concerns today. 

The Wine Council of Ontario made a presentation 
earlier. Were you here for that? 

Mr. Bentley: I came in just as Ms. Franklin finished. 
Ms. Churley: Generally, they’re supportive of the 

greenbelt and are looking for a lot, as most presenters, 
whether for or against today, are looking for—farm aid 
and other policy changes to help keep farms viable. 

Given that some are calling for this to happen right 
away—as has been pointed out, Statistics Canada just 
released a document saying that Canada’s best agri-
cultural land is disappearing, and I think Ontario was 
singled out as being the worst—I’m wondering how you 
reconcile the municipality in your case. I think you’ve 
made some very good points, and others have as well. 
But then there are others who really want to overdevelop 
the land—I’m not going to single out any municipalities. 
So there’s the need for overall provincial oversight to 
protect our prime agricultural land. How do you reconcile 
wanting, I guess, some special case for you and then 
dealing with the rest of the province? 

Mr. Bentley: I guess I would go back about 50 years 
to when the QEW was actually placed where it is. It was 
originally scheduled to go above the escarpment. All the 
tender fruit land is below the escarpment, but the farmers 
wanted to have an opportunity to get their product to 
market, and it was built below the escarpment. When that 
happened, it basically cut Grimsby in half. 

Ms. Churley: Yes, that’s true. 
Mr. Bentley: We traded off a service road to get 

north-south access so that half of our municipality could 
get to the other half across the QEW. When that hap-
pened, I think a lot of things changed in the munici-
pality—I was not in government at the time. 

Ms. Churley: You’re kidding. 
Mr. Bentley: No. 
As a municipality we agree with the greenbelt; we 

agree with the intent of the greenbelt. We just don’t agree 
with the mapping of it. When I see presentations by the 
wine council or by food and ag. or by the farmers, we 
need to have—and out of this I hope there is—a con-
certed effort on all of their parts to co-operate with each 

other. If the wine council doesn’t support the grape 
growers, then it doesn’t work. If the government doesn’t 
support the farmers and the product with shelf space and 
those kinds of things in the LCBO, then it doesn’t work. 
We can’t do it individually. When I looked at the original 
list of speakers and I was not on there, I was not pleased. 
You’ve probably all read my e-mail as to why I wasn’t 
pleased. It was because of just that: I saw a lot of 
individual people. There was an agricultural task force in 
Niagara that put a proposal forward. It identified the 
benefits of it. It identified things they could do working 
together, not individually. I think its a collaborative 
thing, but we’re sort of the result of growth within the 
province. 
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The Chair: The government side. Mr. Duguid, you 
have three minutes. 

Mr. Duguid: Your Worship, thank you for being here 
today. It was good. We met in the original consultations. 
Thank you for allowing us to hold this here in your fine 
city. I’d rather be playing hockey in your arena, I’ve got 
to tell you, than sitting here— 

Mr. Bentley: Did you bring your skates? 
Mr. Duguid: —but I’m still enjoying it, nonetheless. 
I want to assure you that, yes, the minister has been 

out himself and toured. I think Jennifer Mossop has 
brought him out on a couple of occasions to tour the 
lands you’re referring to. We are actively looking at it. 
All the ministry officials have been out there. We’ve 
brought in scientists from Guelph to take a look at the 
mapping, and we are looking at fine-tuning the mapping. 
That’s what the plan is about. Today before us, of course, 
is the legislation, the framework. We’re still working on 
the plan right now. 

Just so you know and your community knows, you 
have had a very significant impact in terms of getting us 
moving on these issues. I can assure you that we plan to 
address all the concerns you have raised in one way or 
another. 

I just want to pass it on to my colleague. 
Mrs. Van Bommel: Thank you very much. Thank 

you also for hosting this in your community. Just coming 
in, I certainly understand the concept of the four storeys. 
It is a beautiful sight as you come down toward this 
centre. I certainly enjoyed that. 

You talked in your responses about the cost of 
infrastructure. One of the things I think can be said is that 
the cost of infrastructure is an issue for all municipalities 
in Ontario. The downloading that municipalities suffered 
has caused them to fall behind in infrastructure, and it’s 
becoming more and more costly to do that. I really don’t 
need to tell you—I’m sure you’re quite aware—but one 
of the things we have done as a government is work with 
our federal counterparts to come up with the Canada-
Ontario municipal rural infrastructure fund, which we 
lovingly call COMRIF. That is intended to help with 
exactly that particular issue. As I say, it’s not just an 
issue here in Grimsby; it’s an issue throughout the entire 
province. Smaller communities especially have had to try 
to keep up with the cost of infrastructure in their com-
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munities and have struggled to do that since the down-
loading occurred. I’m sure your municipality will be 
applying, if it hasn’t already. 

Mr. Bentley: Could I respond, Madam Chair? 
The Chair: You have 30 seconds, if you want to. 
Mr. Bentley: Good. You’ll see right next door that 

this recent addition was just completed and the timing of 
the COMRIF program is probably three years late— 

Mr. Rinaldi: They were here then. 
Mr. Bentley: Yes. We haven’t forgiven Mr Hudak’s 

government for the $18-million shortfall we’ve got be-
cause of the downloading when I was on regional 
council. As a region, I know we’re short. However, that’s 
a separate issue. 

Dealing with the COMRIF grant, there’s supposedly 
money in there for recreation, for libraries. Our popu-
lation is 3,000 too many to apply for the 20,000 limit for 
the library, which we’ve just opened to the tune of $5.7 
million, I think. This building here was already under 
construction because of need in the community, and it’s 
$5.2 million. So we’ve missed those by a year. I don’t 
know if we can go back retroactively, but I’d certainly 
love to do that, because right now that’s the infrastructure 
we’re going to have to pay for for the next 15 to 20 years, 
and if you’ve frozen my municipality, we’re in trouble. 

Mrs. Van Bommel: I’m sure you have some other 
projects you’d like to put forward. 

The Chair: Thank you, Mayor Bentley. Your time has 
expired. We appreciate that you were able to come today. 

Mayor Bentley’s delegation is the last we have before 
our break. We will reconvene at 2:15. 

The committee recessed from 1325 to 1416. 
The Chair: Could I ask you to sit down, please. 

We’re going to resume hearings on Bill 135, An Act to 
establish a greenbelt area and to make consequential 
amendments to the Niagara Escarpment Planning and 
Development Act, the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation 
Act, 2001 and the Ontario Planning and Development 
Act, 1994. 

I’d like to remind those in attendance that there should 
be no demonstrations of support for or against any com-
ments made by presenters or members of the committee. 

As well, I’d like to caution the witnesses. While 
members enjoy parliamentary privileges and certain 
protections pursuant to the Legislative Assembly Act, it 
is unclear whether or not these privileges and protections 
extend to witnesses who appear before committees. For 
example, it may very well be that the testimony you have 
given or are about to give could be used against you in a 
legal proceeding. I caution you to take this into con-
sideration when making your comments. 

Could I ask anybody who has a cellphone with them 
this afternoon to please put it on vibrate so that it doesn’t 
disturb any of the delegations. 

TOWN OF NIAGARA-ON-THE-LAKE 
The Chair: Our first delegation this afternoon is Gary 

Burroughs, Lord Mayor of the town of Niagara-on-the-
Lake. 

Mayor Burroughs, if you would identify yourself for 
Hansard and the organization you represent, and when 
you begin, you’ll have 15 minutes. 

Mr. Gary Burroughs: Thank you, Madam Chair. My 
name is Gary Burroughs and I am Lord Mayor of the 
town of Niagara-on-the-Lake. 

Many of you know the town of Niagara-on-the-Lake 
for our history as the first capital of Upper Canada and 
for many other firsts, which include the first library, 
agricultural society, land boards, taverns and the many 
other amenities that define Ontario society that were 
developed in Niagara-on-the-Lake. Our clock tower and 
the beauty of our town are well known throughout 
Ontario and indeed around the world. 

Today, the town of Niagara-on-the-Lake encompasses 
an area of approximately 50 square miles, much of it 
comprised of rich agricultural lands, which support its 
tender fruit industry, horticulture, viticulture and agri-
tourism, including 21 wineries. More than 50% of our 
13,661 residents live in the rural area, many depending 
on agriculture. Tourism and agri-tourism, major eco-
nomic factors in our community, have grown because of 
the beauty, serenity and heritage values of our town, and 
today, over three million visitors come annually to enjoy 
the peaceful, historic ambiance of the town, the Shaw 
Festival and the surrounding orchards and vineyards. 

Niagara-on-the-Lake is, for the large part, a rural farm 
community dependent on grapes, tender fruit and agri-
tourism, and for this reason has been generally following 
the greenbelt objectives since the 1970s through our own 
planning policies. 

At this time, I would like to thank Minister Gerretsen 
and his staff for meeting directly with council and for 
taking the time and effort to fully understand our con-
cerns. It is clear to our council that the ministry does 
appreciate and has noted the items that we brought to its 
attention. 

The town of Niagara-on-the-Lake is supportive of the 
vision of the greenbelt draft plan, which provides for a 
diverse range of rural communities, agriculture, tourism, 
recreation and resource uses; gives permanent protection 
to the natural systems that sustain ecological and human 
health and that form the environmental framework 
around which major urbanization in south-central Ontario 
will be organized; and supports agriculture as the pre-
dominant land use. 

To effectively support agriculture, we must also sup-
port farm viability, which includes the farm, the farmer 
and the municipality. I know that Niagara-on-the-Lake 
councillor Austin Kirkby has spoken to the panel earlier 
today and expanded on the importance of this issue, as 
well as providing practical suggestions on how this might 
be accomplished. The Ontario Tender Fruit Producers’ 
Marketing Board has also submitted a discussion paper 
which addresses this important issue. 

As I stated earlier, we are supportive of the principles 
of the greenbelt plan. However, before it is implemented, 
there need to be some refinements, and we appreciate the 
opportunity to provide you with our observations and 
suggestions. 
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Mapping and boundaries: The current boundaries of 
the plan encompass areas that were not intended to be 
included and exclude some areas that should be included. 
It is important that the boundaries of the plan be carefully 
defined to accurately capture existing urban settlements, 
environment areas, and actual areas of good tender fruit 
and good grape lands, which must be determined with 
sound scientific data. The region of Niagara has already 
compiled this information for the Niagara Peninsula, and 
I am sure they would be more than happy to provide any 
information that you would deem helpful. 

Specific to Niagara-on-the-Lake, the existing urban 
boundaries for our urban centres require some minor 
adjustments to address situations where the location of 
the boundary does not make practical sense, and it is 
important that a mechanism be established to allow for 
such minor adjustments. 

The existing mapping contained within the plan also 
identifies some of the man-made drainage ditches as fish 
habitats, which negatively impacts on farmlands by 
requiring significant setbacks. Municipal irrigation and 
drainage systems and accessory buildings should be 
considered municipal infrastructure required to support 
local agriculture, and therefore should not be subject to 
the buffer requirements that are appropriate for natural 
heritage systems. 

Parcel size: The town of Niagara-on-the-Lake is 
entirely within the specialty crop designated area, and the 
greenbelt plan identifies a minimum farm parcel of 50 
acres within such designated areas. As can be seen by our 
map here, 92% of farm parcels in Niagara-on-the-Lake 
are smaller than 50 acres, and 78% of the farm parcels 
are 25 acres or less. Over 50% of our existing wineries 
are on parcels of less than 25 acres. While these are a lot 
of percentages, it is clear that specialty crops do not 
require large acreages, and many of the smaller family 
farms cannot afford the financial investments of such 
large farm parcels. The council of the town of Niagara-
on-the-Lake respectfully requests that the minimum farm 
parcel be reduced to 25 acres for Niagara-on-the-Lake. 

Financial viability: The proposed greenbelt legislation 
has the potential of creating, over the longer term, some 
significant financial challenges for municipalities located 
entirely within the greenbelt area. Fortunately, there 
already exists a model to address these challenges. 

The community reinvestment fund, CRF, is composed 
of adjustments for the farm tax rebate, municipal support 
grants and our share of the region of Niagara’s net local 
service realignment. The farm tax calculation within the 
CRF provides specific data on each community. The 
financial impact for any greenbelt community can then 
be established using consistent, objective and measurable 
criteria. We recommend that the term “greenbelt com-
munity” be included as an active program within the CRF 
financial model. The additional CRF grant amount to a 
greenbelt community would be determined by pro-rating 
the financial impact of the greenbelt plan over a 30-year 
period. This is consistent with the province’s Places to 
Grow document, which establishes a 30-year planning 
horizon for any growth management plan. 

Local advisory committees: The full impact of the 
proposed legislation will not be completely known until 
well after the legislation has been implemented. It is 
therefore very important that an effective review and 
feedback system be implemented to address unforeseen 
negative impacts in a timely manner and to enhance 
sections which are working well. We recommend that 
local advisory committees be established to meet annu-
ally to provide reports to the minister on the impact and 
effectiveness of the legislation and to provide recom-
mendations on suggested solutions. We would be most 
pleased to assist in establishing terms of reference for 
such committees. 

In closing, I would like to provide some further sug-
gestions that will assist in protecting our prime agri-
cultural lands and the continued viability of those who 
farm the lands. 

The mid-peninsula corridor and Highway 406: The 
completion of a mid-peninsula transportation corridor 
will help to protect the tender fruit and grape lands in 
Niagara. The increasing volume of traffic on the QEW 
already negatively impacts Niagara’s prime agricultural 
lands, and any widening of the QEW corridor will sig-
nificantly increase this negative impact. Both the com-
pletion of the mid-peninsula corridor and the expansion 
of Highway 406 south to Port Colborne are necessary to 
relieve pressure and to encourage development south of 
the existing prime agricultural lands. 

Pesticide harmonization: Challenges exist for both 
tender fruit and grape growing in the registration of 
necessary pesticides. Because of the relatively small size 
of our market, the provincial and federal governments 
need to take the lead to ensure that the supply of 
necessary pesticides, mostly from the United States, is 
both available and up to current standards. 

Vineland research station: It is very important that the 
province reinstate its investment in and commitment to 
the quality research done in our area. In a year when as 
many as 300,000 peach trees may have to be removed 
due to plum pox virus, it is obvious that viability may 
well be dependent on continued research and develop-
ment programs. 

LCBO: We believe the government should be playing 
a major role in supporting the grape growers and the 
wineries through shelf space and other creative pro-
motions through LCBO outlets, at least in the greenbelt 
areas. This has to be a concentrated effort, including a 
review of current store personnel bonusing procedures. 
Buy Ontario must become the rule for all levels of 
government and, while not specific to the LCBO, 
government should review and update the wine content 
rules. 

Irrigation water: The provincial government must play 
an increasing role in both the accessing and financing of 
water for agricultural purposes. Niagara-on-the-Lake, 
with its private member’s bill, has converted many 
drainage ditches for use with irrigation water, and the 
supply of this water must be protected. 

Zero salt replacement: As we strive to protect the 
viability of farmland in the greenbelt, we must consider 
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all remedies available to replace salt with products that 
do not negatively impact our agricultural lands. While the 
additional cost of using appropriate salt-free materials on 
our roadways may seem small, it should be the respon-
sibility of the entire province to pay for the protection of 
our farmlands. 

This concludes my presentation. Thank you for your 
attention and the opportunity to speak. 
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The Chair: Thank you, Mayor Burroughs. We have 
about a minute each, beginning with Ms. Churley. 

Ms. Churley: Thank you very much for your pres-
entation. I don’t know if you were here this morning, but 
there was a lot of talk about the LCBO, the fact that it’s 
doing a review, which is a perfect opportunity to review 
some of the things you’re talking about, and we’ll be 
pushing for that. It’s also another good reason that I think 
it should stay in public hands, because if it is privatized 
in any way, that would eliminate that opportunity. 

I wanted to ask you, because it’s one of my pet 
peeves, about salt. I know you mentioned a lot of things, 
and I support you on that. What kind of harm it is causing 
to your— 

Mr. Burroughs: In Niagara-on-the-Lake, we are in 
the process of preparing a voluntary salt plan. We do 
restrict, on roads owned by the municipality, to a blend 
of 15% salt-to-sand ratio. However, the region, which 
also has roads in our community, has their roads to a 
higher standard, which means more bare, more salt. The 
damage is consistent and quite visible to both vineyards 
and tender fruit. You can see the die-off as we move out 
from the roadways. 

There is a product now, called something-Zero; I don’t 
have the exact name— 

Ms. Churley: Yes, I’ve heard of it too. I know what 
you’re talking about. 

Mr. Burroughs: I would love the region to use that 
on their roads, and we would try to use it. But it is an 
additional expense, at a time when we’re struggling with 
budgets. That’s why I’m suggesting the province might 
help out. 

The Chair: From the government side, Mrs. Van 
Bommel. 

Mrs. Van Bommel: Thank you for your presentation. 
Certainly Niagara-on-the-Lake is particularly attractive. I 
visit it annually with friends of mine. We go up into the 
Niagara region for the wine tours, and we certainly enjoy 
at least one day in Niagara-on-the-Lake. 

You mentioned local advisory committees. I asked a 
presenter this morning the same question, but I’d like to 
hear from you what you think the composition of an 
advisory committee should be. How many should there 
be, in what percentages should certain groups be rep-
resented, and who should be on it? 

Mr. Burroughs: I think there should be good rep-
resentation; I don’t have a number. It should include 
some politicians, but more people involved in agriculture. 
The politicians can bring the political side to an issue and 
try and understand the needs of the province when we’re 

bringing anything forward. But I think a wide repre-
sentation, and only one committee for the entire Niagara 
region, for example, not individual municipalities: We’d 
never get anything done. 

The Chair: For the official opposition, Mr. Hudak. 
Mr. Hudak: Thank you, Your Worship, for an excel-

lent presentation. In fact, the advisory panel is not even 
mandatory in the legislation. We certainly think it should 
be, and we’ll be looking at an amendment to bring one 
forward for Niagara as well, which is so directly im-
pacted by this legislation. Actually, you addressed very 
well the four fatal flaws that we’ve brought up: the lack 
of a farm plan; the lack of an infrastructure plan to go 
with it, like the mid-peninsula and the 406; support for 
greenbelt municipalities, as well as making sure this is 
science-based. 

You’ve done some homework here and actually come 
up with a formula for a greenbelt community. How 
would you calculate the difference between what they 
should be receiving under the CRF as opposed to what 
they will receive if there’s not this designation? 

Mr. Burroughs: That’s a very good question that I 
was hoping somebody would ask. We’ve done the cal-
culation. When it was changed in 1999, a portion is 
allowed, because the farming community used to pay the 
municipality and then the province would pay the farmer. 
The difference in that is included in our CRF funding, 
and the portion that Niagara-on-the-Lake gets, in current 
calculations, is $191,000 that relates to the farm rebate. 
Based on the actual calculations for last year, it would be 
$262,000. We only get 17 cents on the dollar in our 
municipality. However, you can take that forward. The 
regional portion that’s paid by Niagara-on-the-Lake only 
is just under $1 million that the region does not get 
because of this change in program. Even if you took off 
the education formula in the original calculation, it would 
only be about 25%. So it’s still about three quarters of a 
million dollars that the region does not get because of 
Niagara-on-the-Lake and the farm tax. 

It’s very easy to calculate. Being an accountant, I like 
to be able to get something to apply: What would the 
project cost, how do we calculate it, and how are we 
consistent? We’ve done it in Niagara-on-the-Lake, and 
those are numbers that can be expanded. 

We would also suggest that because it’s only a 
$70,000 difference for the municipality, there might be a 
multiplier effect of three, four or five that would make it 
a reasonable number. 

The Chair: Thank you, Mayor Burroughs. Thank you 
very much for your delegation. We appreciate your being 
here today. 

TOWN OF LINCOLN 
The Chair: Our next delegation is the town of 

Lincoln. 
Good afternoon and welcome. Thank you for coming. 
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Mr. Bill Hodgson: Good afternoon. Thank you very 
much for allowing us to make a presentation once again 
to the committee. 

The Chair: If you could identify yourself and the 
group you’re speaking for, when you begin, you’ll have 
15 minutes. 

Mr. Hodgson: My name is Bill Hodgson and I’m the 
mayor of the town of Lincoln. I guess it’s not quite a year 
ago that I was able to speak to the whole committee. 
Since that time, I’ve had a wonderful opportunity to 
speak to the Chair and several of the members. This is an 
ongoing work in progress, and I understand that. 

My handout today is the package that our town 
prepared, which is quite detailed, with commentary that 
we have forwarded to the ministry in order to make 
comments and suggestions that we think are useful and 
helpful in terms of the greenbelt plan. Today, however, 
there’s a single, double-sided sheet that I wanted to speak 
to, which addresses the act specifically and the enabling 
legislation. I’m trying to be as helpful as possible. The 
sheet is short. From my point of view, I think it’s sweet. 
It actually asks for one definition and 40 words to be 
added to the act. I actually believe that with that brief 
modification, many of the issues that have been raised 
and repeatedly brought up through all of these very 
lengthy consultations can be addressed. 

I think acts are intended to be precise. They’re 
intended to deliver on the hope and the promise that the 
act is intended to achieve. I hope you will take that sheet 
back. I don’t expect to have a sudden and dramatic 
switch in people’s views; however, I hope you will have 
the opportunity, as you continue with your deliberations 
in moving the act forward, to be able to deal with each of 
those 40 words and the one definition. 

I’ll draw your attention to it. It’s just presented in the 
order in which the act is organized. What I’m asking is 
that you add to the definitions and interpretations in this 
act one definition, and that is “greenbelt community.” 
The definition reads: “‘Greenbelt community’ means a 
municipality in which urban area boundary adjustments 
are either completely or largely restricted by the green-
belt plan established under section 6.” 

It really speaks to the issue that there are con-
sequences for the limiting of growth opportunities that is 
a consequence of the implementation of this act, and I 
would just ask that it be considered. Actually, I’m not all 
that crazy about making up definitions, but we truly need 
to have “greenbelt community” defined and embedded in 
the act. 
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I’m not going to go over, word for word, the other 
suggestions, but I’m going to try to provide a bit of 
context for it; I know our time here is really short. No 
one involved in the greenbelt file over the last year of 
consultations, that I’m aware of, has said that the via-
bility of agriculture is peripheral or unimportant to the 
success of the greenbelt, so I’m asking you to please 
reference it in the act. I don’t see it anywhere. In fact, on 
the back of your page you’ll notice that I’m suggesting 

that you add to subsection 6(2), “The greenbelt plan may 
set out policies with respect to the areas ... including 
policies to support the long-term viability of agriculture 
in the greenbelt.” It doesn’t mean spending any money; it 
just tells all of the people involved in the farm business in 
the greenbelt that we need to address it one way or 
another, and there is a multitude of tools provided in the 
act for the minister to actually address the issue. 

In the past year, I’ve had discussions about the idea of 
greenbelt communities with ministers, with the chair of 
this committee, I think, and members of the committee, 
and as far as I understand, when they hear about the 
unique circumstances of government-created permanent 
small towns in the Golden Horseshoe and about the fiscal 
and economic development challenges of these towns, 
everyone has acknowledged that the case is substantive 
and real. So I guess I’m here today to ask you to please 
reference them in the act. 

You’ll notice that I’d like to try to extend the objective 
under subsection 5(b). The original objective reads, “to 
sustain the countryside and rural communities.” I simply 
want an acknowledgement of the reality, and the reality 
is that it should then read, “to sustain the countryside, 
rural and small-town communities,” because those towns 
are involved here, and I think it’s important that we 
preserve them. So please reference them in the act. 

The principles of transparency and accountability are 
the expectation of the people of Ontario, and it is the 
responsibility of this committee to ensure that these 
principles are embedded in this legislation. 

I’m going to revert for a moment to my old role in the 
education field. We used to drive taxpayers’ coalition 
members crazy in the education system because we 
would advertise free adult education. We used to have, 
apparently, free use of the gymnasiums. Well, I think we 
were set straight. It simply never was true, because it 
wasn’t free; we just didn’t acknowledge who was paying 
for what. That has been deemed, I believe, over the last 
several years to be an unacceptable practice by the people 
of Ontario. Well, after all of these hearings, after all of 
the presenters, I think we all know that there is no such 
thing as a free greenbelt either. It’s the responsibility of 
this committee to enable the public to know that. 

Just with these 40 words, by changing a word like 
“may” into “shall,” we know then that it will be done, 
that it will be acknowledged. There’s not much heavy 
stuff here, it doesn’t commit much, but it does commit to 
the principle of looking at the costs attached to the 
greenbelt. 

As a community—I’m speaking now for the town of 
Lincoln, and I think it extends to quite a few munici-
palities that are involved in the greenbelt—we are still 
very uncertain about the extent to which others under-
stand—in some cases, whether they care to understand—
the nature of our greenbelt town, the nature of farming in 
Niagara and the nature of our vision for the future. 

I’m asking you today, with these 40 words, to replace 
just a bit of the uncertainty for the people who live and 
work and operate businesses here with assurances that 
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the past year of consultations has been useful. The cur-
rent minister and his personal staff, this committee and 
everyone involved on this file have worked very hard to 
understand what I’m referring to here. I know they have, 
and it’s much appreciated. We are spending extra time to 
understand. 

However, unlike greenbelts, ministers, governments 
and even ministry staff with the responsibility for the 
greenbelt file are not permanent. All of this work to 
understand that greenbelt communities are important and 
have special challenges presented by this act, and all of 
the work that has been done to establish that the viability 
of agriculture and the nature of agriculture in the green-
belt are special and critical to a successful greenbelt 
could be lost. It’s also fundamentally unfair to the people 
who have worked so hard to have to start all over at 
square one if the players change. So here I am, asking 
you today, once again, to enshrine, embed in the act just 
an acknowledgement that these concepts are important 
and crucial to the success of the greenbelt. 

Today, we are talking about enabling legislation, and 
I’m asking you to enable our farmers to feel that their 
business is more secure in the greenbelt than outside of it 
and not simply more tied up in regulation. That’s a big 
leap that they’re going to make, and they can only make 
it when they have the assurance that all the hard work 
they’ve done to express the intricacies of their business in 
an economic world is somehow embedded in the 
legislation. 

I’m asking you to enable the mayors of the greenbelt 
communities to tell our residents that the government of 
Ontario acknowledges that this legislation can have an 
effect, that it can possibly have the effect of disrupting 
local, long-term fiscal planning for infrastructure 
renewal. You’ve heard it; it has been documented in the 
thick document that we presented to the ministry. We’ve 
made suggestions, as did the Lord Mayor of Niagara-on-
the-Lake, regarding how you might address that, but 
what we would like to have is some acknowledgement 
that issues do exist. 

There are also issues about escalating market value 
assessment increases, disrupting demographic trends and 
putting pressure on existing facilities and services, and on 
and on and on; you could just go on. But that doesn’t 
have to be your focus; we just want you to acknowledge 
that these things exist and will exist with the imple-
mentation. 

Also, there are the administrative costs of imple-
menting the greenbelt. Municipalities and, I think, most 
people are really quite pleased that we’re not talking 
about the development here of a huge bureaucracy. I 
think there’s great wisdom in that. However, that doesn’t 
mean that the costs of administering aren’t there. I don’t 
think these are huge costs, but somehow they need to be 
taken into account. 
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Finally, I am asking you, through one definition and 
40 words, to enable all of the people of Ontario to have a 
meaningful way to contribute to a successful greenbelt. I 

am absolutely convinced that the vast majority of On-
tarians think a greenbelt is a great idea. I just think that 
everyone should have an opportunity to understand—this 
is where the transparency comes in—that there are some 
costs attached. It’s worth it. I think it actually enhances 
the value of the greenbelt, enhances the idea of extending 
the greenbelt some day and using it as an effective 
growth management tool. But people won’t put any value 
on it if they’re not investing in it. 

I’m going to leave my presentation there. Once again, 
I would ask that the committee at least take an oppor-
tunity, some time in the future before the act is moved 
forward, to perhaps go over those few suggestions I’ve 
made. I appreciate the time here today. 

The Chair: Mayor Hodgson, you’ve left about 30 
seconds for each party, beginning with the government. 

Mrs. Van Bommel: Thank you very much, Mayor 
Hodgson, for a very well-thought-out presentation. You 
talk about policies that would support the long-term 
viability of greenbelt communities, and also, in a separate 
clause, you denote the long-term viability of agriculture. 
What kinds of policies would be included in that? Do you 
have any concept of what things should be included in 
those policies? 

Mr. Hodgson: Rather than me going through the long 
list, I think you’re going to have presenters today, and 
maybe you have already, who are involved directly in the 
industry, and they’re going to express to you a number of 
areas. 

My suggestion here really is not to commit to any 
specific expenditure, any specific plan. Rather than 
having the word directing that the minister “may,” I want 
it to say that the minister “shall” coordinate the activities 
of a number of ministries. I don’t think it’s necessary for 
me to provide more details of the nature because, quite 
simply, this minister, through coordinating—once com-
pelled to coordinate, by the way. It’s interesting. In the 
last few weeks I’ve had ministers express surprise about 
what might or might not be in the COMRIF grant, for 
example. I know how big government is and I know how 
difficult it is to coordinate action. But a greenbelt in-
volves so many layers, and this is the way it’s described 
by the ministry staff. 

The Chair: The official opposition for 30 seconds. 
Mr. Hudak: Thank you, Your Worship. I think this is 

an excellent, very thoughtful and very passionately 
delivered presentation. I’m proud to have you as one of 
the mayors in my riding. Good job. 

I want to say to you that we will bring forward 
amendments very much like this. We’ll check the legal 
language. Hopefully, we’ll have support from members 
opposite, who are saying it’s a great idea. 

Perhaps through you, Chair, to members of the 
municipal affairs staff, for information purposes when we 
bring this amendment forward, could we have a list of the 
populations of the lower-tier municipalities that are 
included in the greenbelt area, and the approximate pro-
portion of their land in the greenbelt area, as well as the 
proportion of the land in the specialty fruit area? That 
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would help us define what a greenbelt community is and 
how it should be treated. 

Thank you, sir. Well done. 
The Chair: Ms. Churley? 
Ms. Churley: Thank you very much for your very 

thoughtful and helpful presentation to the committee 
today. Because there’s no time, I just want to tell you that 
I have a whole package of amendments, hoping to 
improve on the greenbelt, some of which you raised 
today. One in particular I want to tell you about is that I 
intend to move an amendment that includes a reference to 
farm viability within the greenbelt. I think that will 
become a pretty major part of the discussion as we move 
forward with this. 

The Chair: Thank you very much, sir. 

NIAGARA GATEWAY ESTATES 
The Chair: Our next delegation is the Niagara 

Gateway Estates. 
Welcome. If you could identify yourself and any of 

the others who will be speaking today and the group that 
you represent, when you begin you’ll have 15 minutes. 

Mr. Ron Kanter: Thank you very much, Madam 
Chair and members of the committee. With me are Greg 
Hynde, a land use planner, and George Markovich, one 
of the owners of Niagara Gateway Estates. It’s owned by 
a number of family groups who live in the area, primarily 
in the Stoney Creek riding, some in the Brantford area, 
where I was born. They are with me to answer any 
questions, but I will be making the presentation. 

The Chair: And you are? 
Mr. Kanter: My name is Ron Kanter. 
The lands we are talking about are shown in a brief 

that is about to be distributed to members. When you get 
it, please turn to page 2. Part of the Niagara Gateway 
Estates is occupied by an auto wrecking yard. It’s known 
as Bamford and Lampman Auto Wreckers. Part of the 
land is vacant. The topsoil was removed some years ago. 
It is surrounded by residential and commercial devel-
opment: to the north and east, by serviced residential 
subdivisions; to the south, by a commercial car dealer-
ship, a motel and an RV storage yard. So this is not a 
pristine greenfield site; rather, this is an urban pocket. 
This is really the hole in the middle of an urban pocket. 

We are requesting that your committee give consider-
ation to exempting this land or that you recommend to 
the minister that he exempt this land from the greenbelt 
designation, as you can do in section 3 of the legislation 
you’re looking at, and we’re doing that for five reasons. 

First, and most clearly, I don’t think the government 
intended to designate an operating auto wrecking yard as 
part of the greenbelt. It doesn’t make a lot of sense. We 
are asking that the government exempt this site from the 
greenbelt. Second, an exemption would be consistent 
with the objectives of the greenbelt plan. Third, it would 
utilize the existing service capacity in the area. Fourth, it 
would respect Grimsby council’s position. Finally, it 
would recognize the fact that our application was sub-
mitted well in advance of any of the greenbelt legislation. 

I do want to draw your attention in a little more detail 
to the auto wrecking yard shown on the left side of 
schedule 2. We’ve also provided some pictures of an auto 
wrecking yard. I don’t know how many of you have had 
the pleasure of walking through such a facility. We’ve 
initially provided them in black and white; subsequently, 
I think they have a little more impact in colour. If you 
take a look at photos 1 or 2 or perhaps 9, they show the 
staining and contamination on the site. The concern is not 
just the current situation but the potential for leakage to 
nearby creeks. It’s not just what you can see; it’s also 
what you can’t see. The applicants have retained experts 
to do studies, and the phase 2 studies show that the soil 
currently exceeds the maximum limits allowed by the 
Ministry of the Environment for residential parkland use. 

You might ask, “What does all this have to do with the 
greenbelt designation?” Well, our applicants have sub-
mitted a plan to remove the auto wrecking yard, re-
mediate the auto wrecking yard to residential or parkland 
quality, and develop some housing on the site. Of course, 
they could not do this unless it was totally remediated. If 
the lands were to be designated as greenbelt, the existing 
use could continue and expand. 

Secondly, we have looked at the agricultural potential 
for the site. As I’ve said, the topsoil has been removed. A 
study has been done by a gentleman with a lot of degrees; 
I hope I have them all right. He has a B.Sc. in agriculture 
and an M.Sc., he’s an agricultural engineer, and he also 
has a bachelor of education. I think I left the bachelor of 
education off the list of degrees in this document. He 
says very clearly that the soils do not have the capacity to 
support either tender fruit production or premium vinifera 
grape production. Exempting the lands from the green-
belt will guarantee that the current brownfield site will be 
eliminated and cleaned up, resulting in a cleaner 
environment for the gateway. 

This site—and I think I neglected to mention it 
before—is at the very gateway. It’s the first site in 
Niagara region and the town of Grimsby on Regional 
Road 81. Hamilton is to the immediate west, and then the 
Niagara-Grimsby border. This is the very first thing 
people see. We talk about a gateway to Niagara. The first 
thing they see is the fence around an auto wrecking yard, 
with the cars and trucks kind of poking up over the fence. 
That’s literally what they’re greeted with. 
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The other aspect of this site, which perhaps people are 
not aware of, is the fact that the site is currently serviced, 
that is, services can be extended from the residential 
subdivision to the east. It is our understanding that 
Niagara region, which is responsible for the water and 
sewer main in this area, has recently upgraded. They’ve 
spent a considerable amount of money to upgrade the 
trunk water main to service the west end of Grimsby. I 
notice that there are schools, soccer clubs and various 
municipal facilities there in addition to hard services, but 
the region has provided water and also sewage. They’ve 
decommissioned the lagoon where some sewage was 
formerly dumped; they’ve upgraded pumping stations; 
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they’ve upgraded the sewage treatment plant. Our clients 
have retained consultants who advise that there’s suffici-
ent capacity to provide municipal water and sewers, and 
the region of Niagara agrees. I know that the govern-
ment—not necessarily the Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 
but Public Infrastructure Renewal—has emphasized the 
importance of redeveloping brownfield sites using 
existing infrastructure.  

The fourth point: This application has the support of 
the town of Grimsby. The council specifically supported 
the development of this site in May 2004. When they did 
so, an article appeared in the local newspaper. It’s 
attached to schedule 3 of our brief. As you may be aware, 
development is not always greeted with open arms, but I 
think the tenor or tone of the report was very positive. An 
auto wrecker’s site will become a subdivision; cleanup 
costs will be the responsibility of the developer. I think 
this was viewed generally with favour. There were the 
usual concerns about traffic and parking and that kind of 
thing, but by and large this application to develop the site 
was viewed favourably by local residents.  

Lastly, the applications were made a long time ago. 
They started with Mr. Hynde in 1998. An official plan 
amendment was made for most of the site in December 
2001. Applications for an OPA and rezoning and plans of 
subdivision—all those land use things that land use 
lawyers and planners do—were completed in November 
2003. In other words, we are asking that, if for no other 
reason—although I think there are many other reasons—
this application be exempt from the greenbelt plan 
because of its grandfather status. 

In conclusion, Madam Chair and members of the 
committee—I said I had five points—we would ask you 
to ask the minister to look at this site. Because of the 
particular characteristics of the site—the fact that there’s 
an auto wrecking site on part of it—there’s no other 
cultural capacity. It doesn’t really take an expert to tell 
you that you’re never going to grow grapes or tender fruit 
on this site. It doesn’t meet the criteria to be put into the 
greenbelt plan. It should stay out. As a result of staying 
out, our clients have undertaken to remove the auto 
wrecking yard, clean it up and make it a much more 
attractive and environmentally sound site. I know you’ve 
got a difficult task in considering many sites. It’s one of 
the few cases I can think of where I believe that exempt-
ing the site from the greenbelt will make it greener than 
putting it in.  

Those are my comments, Madam Chair, and I will 
certainly take questions if there’s any time.  

The Chair: We have about two minutes for each 
party, beginning with the official opposition.  

Mr. Yakabuski: Thank you very much for your pres-
entation and for joining us today. When the minister 
spoke to us the other day, he talked about all the good 
science that was used to map this greenbelt area. I guess 
when they were flying over this area, all those cars must 
have been painted green that day or something, because I 
just can’t imagine how they could have missed it. We’re 
just saying that this is another example of how there’s 

such flawed planning involved here. This was all about 
polling, not planning; about politics, not protection and 
people. 

This is why we think there’s an absolute necessity to 
have a proper appeal mechanism in place so that these 
kinds of concerns can be addressed, because what you’ve 
raised today—clearly, I don’t think the average person 
envisioning a greenbelt would see an auto wrecking yard 
as being a component of that greenbelt. Do you think that 
one of the absolutely necessary amendments we need is 
an appeal mechanism in place so that issues like this can 
be dealt with? 

Mr. Kanter: Mr. Yakabuski, I was once on your side 
of the table, in a situation where I could look at big-
picture items. Someone told me that the difference 
between a member of the Legislature and a lawyer was as 
follows: A member of the Legislature has to know a little 
bit about a whole lot of things, and a lawyer has to know 
a whole lot of stuff about a little site. I’m here to talk 
about this site. I believe this site meets all the criteria to 
be exempt. I can understand that there are going to be 
some larger issues you’re dealing with. It may well be 
there are other sites where appeal mechanisms would be 
appropriate, but my purpose in coming before you today 
is to really deal with this site, which I think, clearly, 
should be exempt. 

Mr. Yakabuski: Thank you very much. 
Ms. Churley: Thank you very much, Mr. Kanter. It’s 

nice to see you again. 
Mr. Kanter: It’s nice to see you. 
Ms. Churley: I’ve got to tell you, that’s pretty ugly. I 

think it reinforces the need for greenbelt legislation, that 
it’s perhaps coming a decade or so too late. You have this 
in the middle of the Niagara area. Is this the only 
wrecking yard within the greenbelt boundaries? 

Mr. Kanter: I am not aware of any others. Again, I’m 
retained by this group, which has one. When you look at 
the maps of the greenbelt presentation for the greenbelt 
plan, this all looks nice and green. Unfortunately, on the 
ground it’s not always that way. This is one of those 
cases where the existing situation is not attractive. 

Ms. Churley: It’s created this. 
Mr. Kanter: This has resulted, and we suggest that it 

should be cleaned up and it should be exempt. 
Ms. Churley: You’re absolutely convinced it can’t be 

remediated, are you? 
Mr. Kanter: Well, we’re suggesting that the best way 

to remediate it would be to exempt it and— 
Ms. Churley: To build on it. But to bring it back to 

farmland—no way? 
Mr. Kanter: We’re absolutely convinced, and experts 

concur, that it is not suitable for cropland and I think it 
would be difficult to farm it because of the removal of 
the topsoil and the climatic and other things identified by 
Mr. Ker. But, in addition, the fact that there has been an 
operating auto wrecking site next door, it is not a top 
priority. As the expert said, this is probably one of the 
last sites in the Niagara region that anyone would 
consider growing crops because of the combination of 
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reasons, including but not limited to the auto wrecking 
site. 

The Chair: For the government side, Mr. Duguid. 
Mr. Duguid: I want to welcome Mr. Kanter here as a 

former member of the Legislature. He served with 
distinction not too long ago, from 1985 to 1990, if I 
recall. 

Mr. Kanter: From 1987 to 1990. 
Mr. Duguid: From 1987 to 1990, and doing a good 

job in the private sector now. 
I believe the proposal that you have before us is before 

the OMB now, so I don’t want to comment anything 
specific about it. But I understand you have approached 
staff on this, that our Ministry of Agriculture and Food 
staff are actively reviewing it. I want to thank you for 
bringing that forward. 

As you know, today we are here to discuss the 
framework, which is the legislation. The plan is a draft 
plan that’s been put out precisely to give people such as 
yourselves the opportunity to come forward and help us 
fine-tune the mapping. I think that’s what this is all 
about. So I want to give you an assurance that we are 
seriously looking at what you presented to us and what 
you have presented to us before today. We’ll give you the 
assurance that we’ll do everything we can to make sure 
it’s appropriately dealt with. 

Mr. Kanter: I don’t know if that was a question, but 
if it was, I will certainly confirm that we’ve requested 
and been given an opportunity to meet with staff—as 
well as at the political level. We are certainly pursuing all 
of the avenues, including the political one, because I 
think it’s important that members be aware of the 
situations that arise. 

The Chair: Thank you for your delegation today. 

REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF NIAGARA 
The Chair: Our next presenter is the regional 

municipality of Niagara. 
Good afternoon. Could you introduce yourself and 

who else will be speaking this afternoon, for the purposes 
of Hansard. When you begin you’ll have 15 minutes. 

Mr. Peter Partington: My name is Peter Partington. 
I’m the chair of the regional municipality of Niagara. 
With me is former chair and regional councillor, Debbie 
Zimmerman, the chair of our agricultural task force. 
We’ll be splitting the presentation. 

Chair and members of the committee, thank you for 
the opportunity to make a presentation on the regional 
municipality of Niagara’s views on the proposed 
greenbelt legislation and plan. 

In Niagara, as you know, the central issue is the tender 
fruit and grape areas. These areas are of provincial and 
even national significance. Communities within the 
greenbelt, from Durham in the east to Hamilton in the 
west, contain sufficient contiguous lands for 25 years of 
urban expansion. It is only in Niagara that urban com-
munities have been completely cut off from future urban 
expansion in order to protect these special agricultural 
areas. 
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Regional Niagara has been a strong supporter of 

protecting the tender fruit and grape areas, as exemplified 
by its policy plan’s vision for future development and 
conservation. These areas, however, are more than a local 
responsibility and need tangible provincial support for 
the land, the farmers and the communities. Also, there is 
a need to enable development in the southern part of 
Niagara, outside the greenbelt. 

Regional council has been closely involved in discus-
sions of the proposed greenbelt plan and legislation. 
Although generally supportive of the objectives, various 
issues have been identified that need to be further 
addressed. The remainder of this presentation will focus 
on those items. 

The first issue is the need to support the tender fruit 
and grape industry. Regional council’s view is that the 
best way to preserve the land is to preserve the farmer, 
and to that end they suggested that the province 
strengthen right-to-farm legislation, re-establish the 
research capability in the Vineland research station, 
initiate a major marketing initiative to encourage people 
to adopt a Buy Ontario First approach, provide raw water 
for agricultural irrigation, financial assistance through 
agricultural easements, and re-consideration of the re-
assessment of value-added agricultural operations such as 
cherry pitting or fruit freezing on farms. In all, it is pro-
posed that a financial package be provided to support the 
farmers affected by the plan and legislation. Councillor 
Debbie Zimmerman, chair of the regional chairman’s 
agricultural task force, will address this topic more fully. 

In keeping with the above comments, two specific 
changes are proposed to section 5, the objectives of the 
act. In order to recognize the importance of a viable 
agricultural industry, objective 5(d) should be revised to 
read: 

“(d) to recognize the critical importance of the agri-
cultural sector by supporting an agricultural investment 
fund, right-to-farm legislation, and marketing and land 
use policies for a viable agricultural industry.” 

A new objective should be added to recognize the 
significance of the tender fruit and grape areas: 

“To recognize the special significance of the Niagara 
Peninsula tender fruit and grape areas through policies 
and programs.” 

Second, we need support for the urban communities 
whose boundaries have been frozen. These communities 
still need improvements to their services, both hard and 
soft, which will have to occur in the context of limited 
growth. To offset the effect of reduced assessment 
growth, it is suggested that the province provide financial 
assistance and other tools to these communities to enable 
infilling, brownfields development and infrastructure 
renewal. In this regard, a new objective is proposed as 
follows: 

“To enable urban development within urban areas of 
greenbelt communities.” 

With regard to the content of the plan, section 6, two 
additional policy areas need to be identified: Policies to 
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enable the viability of the agricultural industry and to 
facilitate development within the greenbelt communities’ 
urban areas, as well as an implementation section, in-
cluding an integrated set of programs to implement the 
greenbelt objectives. 

Third, regional Niagara has adopted a go-south 
approach. This will involve services to enable growth to 
occur away from the greenbelt area, together with items 
such as the extension of Highway 406 and the provision 
of the Niagara-GTA trade corridor. The Ministry of 
Transportation has initiated the development of terms of 
reference for the trade corridor, and it’s Niagara’s 
preference that this move ahead as quickly as possible. 
Furthermore, the extension of Highway 406 should be 
commenced in the immediate future. 

Fourth, consideration should be made to reducing the 
extent of the greenbelt by moving the southern boundary 
farther north to conform with the regional plan’s iden-
tification of good tender fruit and grape areas. As well, 
from an administrative standpoint, the province should 
use the same boundaries for urban areas as does the 
regional plan. We are pleased that the provision has been 
maintained to allow the severance of surplus farm dwel-
lings. I should mention, as has been before, that there is 
some concern about the 50-acre minimum lot size in the 
greenbelt, which some view as being too large for a 
specialty crop area such as we have in Niagara. Instead, a 
25-acre minimum is recommended. 

Fifth, because of the significance of the greenbelt for 
Niagara, regional council has supported the provision of 
a specific greenbelt advisory committee for Niagara so 
that the interests and special concerns of the farming 
community and urban centres can be represented. 

Finally, it is proposed that another administrative layer 
not be created to implement this. The recommendation is 
that the greenbelt plan and legislation be implemented 
through the existing municipal planning system. 

Thus, in short, regional council is generally supportive 
of the intent of the greenbelt but has a number of pro-
posals which in our view would improve the legislation 
and plan. Most importantly, we think it should be 
accompanied by a financial assistance package to assist 
the farming industry and to reduce the effects of the 
urban growth freeze on the local tax base. 

Thank you for the opportunity to address you on these 
important matters, and I look forward to a cooperative 
approach toward the implementation of the greenbelt 
legislation. 

Ms. Debbie Zimmerman: First of all, welcome to 
Grimsby. It is the community I represent, so I am 
delighted that you are here today to listen to many of the 
individuals who are present. I, too, like some other 
members of the general public, presented over a year ago 
to this task force. I guess at that time it was still a process 
in the works. I want to take you back just a little bit 
because I think you need some history on this. 

In the year 2002, when Jim Bradley attended an 
economic summit for the region of Niagara, it was pro-
posed at that time that there would be an agricultural 

preserve, and actually the legislation was introduced in 
the House. The government changed and we, as the 
region of Niagara—at that time I was the chair—took it 
upon ourselves to create the agricultural task force for the 
region of Niagara, which in 2002 began looking in 
earnest at what potentially could have come out of what 
was termed an agricultural preserve. I am so glad that 
you have changed the name to “greenbelt.” We do not 
see our farmers being held in glass jars to be looked at 
from afar. We think “preserve” really wasn’t the 
appropriate term, so we’re delighted that you’ve changed 
the name. 

That task force has been in existence as an agricultural 
task force, which includes many of the people you’ve 
heard today—the mayors from the municipalities—and 
we have worked diligently to provide what we think is 
the best advice on greenbelt policy as you move forward 
for the future. We believe there should be a legacy for 
Ontarians for the future, but we think you need to do 
some things before you implement that legacy so it’s 
something we can all be proud of. 

The task force developed a report titled Securing a 
Legacy for Niagara’s Agricultural Land: A Vision From 
One Voice. If you haven’t seen it, I would charge the 
ministry staff to make sure you do. I can assure you that 
the Minister of Municipal Affairs and his staff have been 
working with us on this and we thank them and 
congratulate them for listening to us, but they should 
provide you with that document. This document was 
received by the agricultural advisory team. It has been 
referenced as being advanced, comprehensive and can act 
as a foundation for greenbelt policy and direction for the 
future. 

In Niagara—and you’ve heard it over and over again 
today—greenbelt is tied directly to the economic success 
of our agricultural base. We have identified a previous 
document, which was an agricultural impact study done 
by the region of Niagara, which showed that agriculture 
is a $1.8-billion economic engine for this region. We 
cannot toy with that. It is part of our success. 

We believe there must be economic tools and other 
investments to create a lasting legacy. You’ve heard 
about some of them today. I want to talk about a few of 
these things. We believe there has to be a concurrent 
economic plan as part of this legislation. 

I want to talk about just a little thing—and I’ll give 
you an illustration how provincial policy has such a huge 
impact on our local community and can have a negative 
impact if not treated appropriately. In the late 1990s, 
$4.8 million was removed from municipal coffers 
because of the agricultural land tax rebate program. This 
number has grown successively each year. That is lost 
revenue to the municipalities. We have been living with 
the downside of that decision and we continue to live 
with the downside of that decision. It has been referenced 
as an improvement in the CRF; we believe it needs to go 
further. 
1520 

For the past two years we flagged these economic 
problems; we flagged them both to this government and 



2 FÉVRIER 2005 COMITÉ PERMANENT DES AFFAIRES GOUVERNEMENTALES G-741 

to previous governments. We offer solutions; we are not 
prepared to sit here today without offering solutions, 
because we believe that if the greenbelt is successful, 
agricultural communities will continue to be successful. 
We have a legacy here in Niagara of being good stewards 
of this unique agricultural land base. 

I’m going to move on to the initiatives. I’m sure you 
have questions, and I’d like to leave time for that. 

Section 15 of Bill 135 should be amended to include a 
Niagara-specific greenbelt advisory committee. You’ve 
heard that before. Our task force supports that. We 
believe that it should be made up of agriculturally sup-
ported commodities and municipal councillors, and we 
believe that it should be reviewed annually and be 
Niagara-specific. 

The task force recommends to the province of Ontario 
that there should be a Niagara agricultural investment 
fund of $125 million created. We believe that this would 
support the value-adds for our communities, irrigation, 
agriculturally related municipal infrastructure upgrades, 
municipal infrastructure upgrades, a Buy Ontario pro-
gram and food processing plants, while recognizing the 
loss of severance investments that many of our agri-
cultural communities are without. We believe that you 
need to consider what they now have lost. The task force 
recommends that $50 million be set aside for Vineland 
research. This valuable, important part of our infra-
structure was removed under the previous government. 
We want the reinvestment here. 

The delineation of the greenbelt boundaries needs to 
be reviewed and based on good science, particularly here 
in Grimsby. We have a hamlet in the south that we were 
preparing to develop to take the pressure off our lands, 
and that has now been included in the greenbelt. We 
think that is not fair and not right. You’ve just heard from 
former member Mr. Kanter, now a solicitor, talking about 
the west end. That was also slated for development prior 
to the greenbelt. We have a smart growth strategy for the 
region of Niagara that is providing incentives to improve 
these lands, such as those that are former brownfields. 
We hope you will review these boundaries, with a 
consideration to truly reflect what is happening. 

You heard earlier in the day that temperatures of –30 
degrees are affecting our croplands. Make sure you’ve 
got the science behind you to truly identify our speciality 
croplands. Many of them are in the greenbelt and they are 
not specialty croplands. We believe that the extent of the 
greenbelt should be reduced to conform to the good 
tender fruit and grape lands as identified in the regional 
policy plan. Some of those lands, particularly in the 
south, should be identified as rural. They are not 
speciality croplands. 

I want to note that, first of all, in the region of Niagara 
we are proud of the things we have done, we are proud of 
our future and we are proud of our agricultural com-
munity. We have been restrained many times by previous 
governments and other legislation, but we do not want to 
be confined, as we believe there are opportunities before 
us. We have implemented redevelopment initiatives 

through smart growth, and we are providing opportun-
ities within our urban areas to redevelop certain brown-
fields. Unfortunately, the greenbelt directions do not 
acknowledge the reality of what is happening in our 
communities across Niagara. 

We support as well the strengthening of agriculturally 
related legislation and the provision of tax incentives to 
processors who use 100% Ontario-grown product. We 
also believe that you should consider establishing an 
agricultural easement program. We believe that was a 
valuable program. It never saw the light of day, unfor-
tunately, but you should look at that. 

The Chair: Can you summarize? You have a minute 
left. 

Ms. Zimmerman: Thank you. I’m going to sum up 
very quickly, because I’m sure you would like to ask 
some questions. 

We want to see a successful greenbelt. All the details 
are in our report to you. I hope you will take everything 
that has been said today by the people in this area, par-
ticularly those people who are in the agricultural sector, 
and ensure that they have a future—so not only for us, 
but for all of Ontario. Thank you very much. 

The Chair: Thank you. Unfortunately, 28 seconds is 
all you have left, which won’t allow anybody to ask— 

Ms. Zimmerman: I apologize. 
The Chair: That’s OK. We’re happy that you’re here 

and we appreciate your presentation. Thank you very, 
very much. 

PUDDICOMBE ESTATE FARMS 
AND WINERY 

The Chair: Our next delegation will be from 
Puddicombe Estate Farms and Winery. Good afternoon 
and welcome. 

Mr. Murray Puddicombe: Good afternoon. 
The Chair: If you could identify yourself and the 

organization you’re speaking for, and when you do 
begin—when the hubbub in the room settles—I’ll give 
you 15 minutes. If you use all of it, then we won’t be able 
to ask you any questions; if you leave some time, we’ll 
be sure to ask you some questions. 

Mr. Puddicombe: OK. Thank you very much. I see 
the stopwatch is running, is it? 

The Chair: Not yet. Not until you’ve introduced 
yourself. Then I do it. 

Mr. Puddicombe: Murray Puddicombe, representing 
Puddicombe Farms and Puddicombe Estate Wineries. 
We’re located within the Hamilton region, just on the 
border with Niagara. 

Madam Chair, committee members, I appreciate the 
opportunity to voice my concerns regarding the proposed 
greenbelt plan as it affects my immediate area and others 
in Ontario. 

I’m representing a family that has been farming on the 
same site for over 200 years. I’m a graduate of the 
University of Guelph, with 35 years of agriculture experi-
ence on over 300 acres of grape and tender fruit ground. I 
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represent the seventh generation at the same location, and 
have two children—actually, I have four, but two of them 
are over 20 years of age and are showing an interest in 
continuing the legacy in some facet of agriculture on our 
farming enterprise. 

The premise of the greenbelt plan is to identify where 
urbanization is or is not to occur in order to provide a 
permanent agricultural and environmental protection 
area. Of course, there are many types of agricultural, 
environmental, recreational and tourism areas to be 
addressed within this plan. 

I applaud, and I think a lot of people do, the intent of 
this plan; however, the implementation should be based 
on, as you indicate, a combination of the best science 
available, existing and future patterns of urbanization, 
and local knowledge and advice. It is clear to many of us 
here that these criteria were not adhered to in the drafting 
of this plan in its present form. 

In regard to our immediate area below the escarpment, 
from Casablanca Boulevard in Grimsby on the east, 
Fruitland Road, Stoney Creek, on the west, Highway 8 
on the south, and the QEW, Barton Street or Lake 
Ontario on the north, it’s actually on the little map on the 
back that I just photocopied out of the plan. It’s a quite 
segmented area close to Lake Ontario in the centre of the 
map. 

Members of this committee, you have no doubt heard 
from the city of Hamilton, the town of Grimsby—I did 
hear them—Niagara and Lincoln as to why this area 
should be excluded from the plan. I agree with a lot of 
their points and will point out why this area should not be 
deemed a prime tender fruit or grape production area. 
They’ve given you all the other types of reasons, but I 
think that as a farmer, as a grower who has been on the 
sites, I maybe know a little bit more of what they’re like 
than others. 

Currently, there are fewer than six fruit growers 
making their living from the farms in this particular area. 
There also exist, naturally, a handful of part-time hobby 
farmers who obtain off-farm income in order to survive 
on the farm. Most of the farm owners are over 50 years 
old, with 75% of them being over 70. These figures 
parallel the nation’s age statistics for farmers, which 
indicate that the younger generation is not returning to 
agriculture due to small family farm size, an ever-
shrinking net return, uncontrollable input costs, and 
stagnant or decreasing sales revenues per unit of produce. 

The people who own many of these small land-
holdings in this area have worked both on and off the 
farm to make their living and now, upon reaching 
retirement age, are looking at their land investment as a 
source of income to carry them through the next 10 to 20 
years. Many of these small holdings are surrounded by or 
in close proximity to residential or non-agricultural 
properties, making it almost impossible for someone to 
link these many small holdings together to form a viable 
operation. The fact that urbanization already exists 
throughout the area is a major deterrent to sustaining a 
viable agricultural presence. We have all heard of the 

friction that exists between urban and farming com-
munities when it comes to wildlife control—bird 
bangers—effects of spray drift both from the urban to the 
farm, like 2,4-D on the lawns and this type of thing 
affecting the vineyards, or from the farm to the urban, be 
it insecticides or fungicides, the operation of farm 
equipment at all times of the day, and possibly green-
houses lighting up the sky. The urban dwellers do not 
appreciate the fact that our farms are our backyards, and 
continue to trespass on foot, bicycle, motorcycle and, this 
time of year, snowmobile. 
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When it comes to buying a piece of property to locate 
a business—any business—and maximize its potential, 
the phrase “location, location, location” comes to mind. 
The area in question here, by and large, definitely does 
not exhibit an advantageous site potential in order to 
maintain a viable grape or tender fruit operation. 

From a soil perspective, over 75% of this area is of a 
clay type. You heard, two or three presenters before me, 
that there’s a car reclamation area in it. That happens to 
be right across from our farm, as a matter of fact, and I 
know for a fact that definitely that soil is not good. It’s 
slow to drain and exhibits low crop yield potential. The 
only water source is municipal, which is extremely 
costly, as the price has risen 2.5 times in the last 10 years. 
To be viable, today’s fruit grower needs a low-cost water 
source to obtain potential crop yields similar to our com-
petitors in other jurisdictions in Ontario, North America 
and indeed the world, as it is truly a global business we 
are in today. 

There also exist a large number of sites which exhibit 
poor air drainage as indicated by the plant damage 
incurred as the result of recent spring and fall frosts and 
the low temperatures incurred in the winters of 1981, 
1993, 1994, 2003 and 2004 and, of course, just recently 
this last week. 

The properties north of the CNR tracks between 
Kelson Avenue and Fifty Road are a prime example of 
poor air and water drainage. The presence of the South 
Service Road, being at the north, with a level above the 
adjoining fields of 3.5 feet on the west and 4.5 feet on the 
east, acts as a barrier to the continuous airflow draining 
from the south to the north, thus causing large frost 
pockets in the adjoining fields. The presence of the 
continuous traffic flow on the QEW also obstructs the 
natural air drainage by acting as a wind curtain, similar to 
those one would find in a factory or a food processing 
building, which is meant to keep out flies. It’s the same 
principle. The turbulent air generated by the traffic 
inhibits the natural flow from the south to the north, 
therefore creating your frost pockets. We have seen the 
effects personally of this air flow problem over the last 
20 years as our plantings of Vinifera grapes and peaches 
have been devastated time and time again at the north 
end of our property. The Labrusca varieties seem to fare 
a little better, but these are not the types presently being 
demanded by our expanding wine industry. 

Adding to the problems in this area is the effect of 
road salt damage due to drift from the South Service 
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Road and QEW. This has caused extreme damage to our 
peach and Vinifera vines that are located within 150 feet 
of the roadways. 

The fact that 15% of the area between Kelson and 
Fifty Road is actively growing grapes or tender fruit is a 
testimony to the fact that this area is not a prime location 
for growing crops. 

In summary, I feel that the acreage that’s currently 
within the plan area between Casablanca Boulevard and 
Fruitland Road that has been designated grape and tender 
fruit should be removed from the plan, as it does not lend 
itself to sustaining farming operations that can be viable 
in today’s or a future marketplace. Please do not attempt 
to force this area to be farmed, because it won’t be. It 
will remain, as it has been for the last 50 years, a brown 
zone. It’s been like that ever since I’ve been walking 
around. Let us all put a concerted effort into growing our 
crops in areas that indeed hold the best attributes for the 
type of fruit crops that will ensure that growers will 
survive in the years to come. 

Your vision to support agriculture as a predominant 
land use is excellent. Then properly identify the areas 
available for viable, sustainable farming. This process 
definitely should take more time than was allotted by 
those preparing the plan. The area must be of sufficient 
size, exhibit the proper soil and climatic conditions, and 
have a favourable market condition in order to entice 
growers to invest significant time and capital to make 
your and their vision possible. 

To a large extent, the areas already within the NEC 
control plan, and many areas to the east of here, such as 
Beamsville, Vineland, Jordan, and of course Niagara-on-
the-Lake, contain ground that enables long-term grape 
and tender fruit production. The production levels 
attainable on these lands are significantly higher than 
those we experience in the Grimsby/Stoney Creek area, 
due largely to the facts I have mentioned. 

Section 4.6, page 25, on lot creation refers to a minor 
lot adjustment “provided it does not create a separate lot 
for a residential dwelling” and that the resulting parcels 
are at least 50 acres in size. This may be fine in a field 
crop area, where average farm sizes are 200 to 500 acres. 
Yes, many of today’s farms are over 100 acres in this 
area, but they are made up of several properties acquired 
as our operations have grown. 

The fact that there are, in this particular area, many 
five- to 25-acre farms held by individual owners who are 
at or near retirement age and whose children do not wish 
to continue farming these small properties, as they cannot 
sustain themselves, brings forth a problem of the ability 
of one or more prospective growers assembling a viable 
tract of land, possibly next to their existing holdings. The 
fact that the process would create numerous house lots 
plus a viable entity is not permitted within the plan in its 
current form. 

Section 3.2.2 on page 10 refers to a “full range of 
existing normal farm practices and agricultural, 
agricultural-related and secondary uses.” In light of the 
tourism studies conducted over the last five years within 

the Golden Horseshoe area, which show a dramatic 
potential increase in the visitor numbers, I feel that it 
would be very prudent to include agri-tourism venues, 
farm stay lodging, estate wineries and other agriculture-
related businesses within this plan. I feel it is essential to 
our long-term survival to be able to diversify from this 
true sense of the word “farming,” as those who came 
before us have used. Tourism may well be a major 
driving force to this economy in this region in the very 
near future. 

Section 5.5 on page 28, plan review: A period of 10 
years is much too long. There should be an ongoing 
evaluation and policy modification process that ensures 
that the policies and boundaries fairly reflect the needs of 
all facets of society and are not static or irrelevant. As it 
now exists, some of the lands designated as grape and 
tender fruit or prime agricultural are definitely not so. 

The fact that an amendment cannot reduce the total 
greenbelt area is ridiculous. Nothing should be written in 
stone, and this plan should allow for modifications 
similar to what exists in the NEC plan process. The 
greenbelt seemed to have been created in a backward 
fashion. It was frozen and then we had the hearings, 
instead of having the hearings and then coming up with a 
plan. It should have been done somewhat similar to what 
the NEC plan underwent, with lengthy public hearings 
and studies in order to establish a framework that enables 
all parties to work within it. The freezing of any potential 
development or changes within the proposed plan area is 
criminal. You cannot hold in limbo the lives of those 
most affected by this plan. You must reach some type of 
framework in the near future and maintain an ongoing 
review process, including stakeholder representatives on 
the review panel. 

The members of the agricultural advisory team recom-
mend that the government freeze the plan area for future 
generations without compensating the landowners. This 
is ridiculous. In some cases, the current land values could 
drop from $150,000 an acre to $15,000 an acre with the 
stroke of a pen. The effect on mortgages and other 
equity-related matters is tremendous. How is it fair to 
those who invested in the land and have been working 
their whole life while counting on selling their home and 
small holdings to provide funds for their retirement 
years? Other jurisdictions in various states in the U.S. 
and countries in Europe have established similar land 
preserves but realized that the government has to fairly 
compensate those affected landowners. The provincial 
government has already compensated developers who 
held land within the Oak Ridges moraine area by giving 
them publicly owned lands elsewhere. Fair is fair. 

Please take the time to listen to the public concerns 
expressed and make the boundaries and policies realistic. 
It is not fair to force the farmers of today and of the 
future to be tied to a constantly evolving industry on land 
that may only yield marginal profits. The plan policy in 
its current form does nothing to entice future generations 
to enter the farming industry as a career choice. 

Thank you very much. 
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The Chair: Mr. Puddicombe, you’ve only left a 
minute and a half, which means we only have 30 seconds 
each. Ms. Churley, you begin. 

Ms. Churley: There’s no time to ask you my 
questions in 30 seconds. 

Mr. Puddicombe: Sorry. 
Ms. Churley: No, that’s fine. I listened with interest. 

Thank you for your presentation. 
Mr. Puddicombe: You’re welcome. 
The Chair: A government representative? Mrs. Van 

Bommel. 
Mrs. Van Bommel: Just very quickly, I’ve been 

wanting to ask this question all day, because people keep 
talking about how, rather than being 50-acre parcels, 
farms could be down to 25 acres. Yet in your pres-
entation you talk about the problems that farmers experi-
ence with their practices and having non-farm people 
living near them. Are you not concerned that if you have 
25-acre pieces, people will simply make them into estate 
lots and build their houses in the middle of them and 
create problems for you as you try to farm around that? 
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Mr. Puddicombe: What I’m concerned with is the 
fact that they may be even smaller 10-acre lots, which 
currently exist to the west of us, right along highway 8, 
for example, and they have all the property in the back. 
What I would envision seeing is the house lots be 
separated off. The people don’t need this land. Somebody 
would assemble the land that’s behind them into a larger 
quantity of property, viable for agriculture. It is farmable. 
I’m saying this may be between the NEC land, or in any 
other jurisdiction as well. But with the way it presently 
exists, you can’t do that because you’re creating a house 
lot plus maybe five, 10 or 15 acres. The fact that other 
people want to see the minimum size as 25 acres is a 
start, I guess. It’s up to the jurisdictions to come in to 
play as to where the house would be, if that’s your 
concern. I’m looking at it strictly from agriculture. 

Mrs. Van Bommel: I’m just concerned about conflict 
between farmer and— 

The Chair: I have to go to the official opposition. 
Mr. Yakabuski: Thank you very much, Mr. Puddi-

combe, for joining us here today and thank you for 
attending the open house in Milton with Ted Chudleigh, 
Ted Arnott and Mr. Hudak. 

It just seems that what we see more and more is that 
the government, because of politics and polling, is just 
interested in, “Let’s just get this done,” as opposed to 
getting it right. Your situation is a good example of that, 
and we’re seeing more and more of those all the time, 
where the effects of this legislation on individual 
landowners have not been taken into consideration at all. 
We appreciate you joining us today to bring that to our 
attention. Thank you. 

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Puddicombe. 
Our next delegation is Mike Burda. Is Mr. Burda here? 

Mr. Burda isn’t here. This is the last call for Mr. Burda. 

CHRISTIAN FARMERS 
FEDERATION OF ONTARIO 

The Chair: We’ll move on to our next delegation, the 
Christian Farmers Federation of Ontario. 

Welcome. Good afternoon. If you could identify the 
individuals who will be speaking today and the organ-
ization that you speak for. When you begin, you’ll have 
15 minutes. If you use all of your time, we won’t be able 
to ask questions, but if you don’t, that’s OK too. 

Mr. John Kikkert: Thank you for this opportunity. 
My name is John Kikkert, president of the Christian 
Farmers Federation for the third year, enjoying the work. 
We represent farmers throughout Ontario from 22 
districts, approximately 5,000 members that we directly 
are involved with and working for each day. With me 
also is Elbert van Donkersgoed, our policy strategy 
adviser, and he will do the main part of the speaking, so 
I’ll just do a little bit of an introduction, and then I’ll let 
Elbert lead you through on the key points that our 
presentation involves. 

The Christian Farmers Federation of Ontario has 
concluded that there is much for us to applaud in the 
present spate of proposed provincial guidance to manage 
urban sprawl, enable the future of food production and 
protect our natural heritage. However, the combined 
programs miss the mark in a number of important ways. 
I’d like to call upon Elbert to lead that discussion. 

Mr. Elbert van Donkersgoed: Thank you, John. 
Thank you, ladies and gentlemen, for hearing us this 
afternoon. The Christian Farmers Federation’s historical 
perspective on land use has been one of wanting to 
protect the best farmland for the business of farming. So 
we have brought to the issue of land use planning and 
urban encroachment and those issues the perspective of 
the business of farming, more so than the perspective of a 
landowner. It’s our view that we need the best land for 
agriculture in order for agriculture to be strong in On-
tario. As a result of that, historically we’ve been willing, 
for example, to give up the notion that just because you 
own a countryside property you automatically have a 
right to a severance. We’ve been on the side of encour-
aging municipalities to change those severance bylaws 
for decades because they undermine the business of 
farming. 

So it’s not a surprise that we bring a business-of-
farming perspective to this particular issue of the green-
belt. The comments that we have to make are focused on 
the greenbelt, but we’re also going to make some com-
ments on some of the other things that are happening—
the Places to Grow and the new policy statement under 
the Planning Act—because we think these things are a 
package deal and if we don’t do them well as a package 
deal, agriculture will fall between the cracks. 

The first point we want to make is about permanency. 
From you folks in the Legislature, we seek a sense of 
permanency for both agriculture and for cities. Whether 
we do that by drawing permanent boundaries around the 
best farmland or permanent boundaries around cities, one 
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way or the other, we want some permanency. So we see 
some strengths in this enabling legislation in that we’re 
beginning on permanency, at least with specialty 
cropland and with the Holland Marsh. That’s a begin-
ning. But it’s our view that, whether it’s here in the 
greenbelt or elsewhere, you should give permanency to 
all prime agricultural land in this province because we 
need all of it if we’re going to be successful in the 
business of farming for the long run. 

So part of the weakness in this legislation, as far as 
we’re concerned, is that you’re only giving permanency 
to specialty cropland and the Holland Marsh. We badly 
need it for all of agriculture. Who else would draw to 
your attention the fact that you’re leaving out a whole lot 
of the best farmland in the greater Golden Horseshoe in 
the land that has the line drawn around it as greenbelt and 
our cities on the west end of Lake Ontario? There’s some 
175,000 acres that you’re leaving out with this particular 
bill. 

On average, especially once you take out the specialty 
cropland and the Holland Marsh, the land you’re leaving 
out is of significantly better quality than the farmland 
you’re protecting in the greenbelt. It troubles us deeply 
that the approach of the greenbelt is to protect the 
mediocre-quality farmland, once we get beyond specialty 
crop and Holland Marsh, and leave many acres of some 
of our best, prime land, which in all likelihood is going to 
be subject to urban encroachment or become part of that 
continuous network of urban communities that is grow-
ing around the west end of Lake Ontario. 

We want to point out that 18% of our farmland in 
Ontario is already gone; 11% of that disappeared in the 
last 50 years. As far as we’re concerned, we cannot stay 
on that pattern. We have to put the brakes on putting our 
cities on the best-quality farmland. 

Similarly, to us there’s no point in saying that we’re 
greenbelting something and then not being absolutely 
ironclad that we’re going to keep urban infrastructure out 
of there. We would rather see a smaller greenbelt and 
have it be an ironclad greenbelt. If you do a big greenbelt 
but then continue to allow gravel extraction and 400-
series highways and an airport and dumps in the green-
belt—we’re saying don’t give us a greenbelt and then do 
that to it. Give us an ironclad guarantee that we’ve got a 
greenbelt so that we’ve got real permanency. Because we 
need permanency to do our planning, our business of 
farming for the long term. We can’t make the invest-
ments in farming, our families can’t make those invest-
ments, if we don’t have permanency. 

The other observation I would like to make is that by 
leaving out some of the best lands in the greater Golden 
Horseshoe area, you are driving agriculture on to the 
poorer-quality land, and it will be hard for us to make a 
living on poorer-quality land. 

The second point we want to make is about the choice 
of language in the bill, which talks about “protected 
countryside.” We’re not totally uncomfortable with using 
the words “protected countryside,” but we really want to 
talk about a productive protected countryside, because 

we need both farmland and farm business policies. We 
would also like to suggest that whatever policies are 
going to work for the greenbelt are really policies that we 
want across Ontario in the provincial policy statement 
under the Planning Act. We need a new set of approaches 
to how the business of farming is going to function in the 
future. It’s clear to us that there’s going to be a clear 
distinction between countryside development and urban 
development. 
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We define countryside, productive countryside, 
broadly, not just primary agriculture production. As you 
no doubt know, if all we do with the countryside is 
produce raw materials, they’re no longer highly valued in 
our economy. We have to do a lot more than produce raw 
materials, and that includes in this greenbelt. This 
greenbelt has to be doing a lot more than raw material 
production, because those things are of modest value in 
today’s economy. So we badly need a broad notion of 
what the protected, productive countryside economy is 
going to look like down the road. 

We have a caution: If we don’t do it right, the chances 
are good that the greenbelt will be 100-acre farms with 
million-dollar homes and commuters to the city on them. 
If we can’t do productive economic activities in the 
countryside, someone else will buy the 100-acre farms 
and just turn them into great places to live without 
significant economic activity. You only need to drive 
along some of the side roads or concessions of Puslinch 
township, in the closest piece of Wellington county to 
this area, to see what can happen in terms of 100-acre 
farms being modified into a whole different kind of 
countryside. If we don’t vigorously, consciously build the 
countryside economy in the greenbelt, it will just become 
a private bedroom for those of us who are very well-
heeled. 

The third point we want to make is that how cities 
develop is also key to what kind of encroachment is 
going to happen on farmland. We are very strongly 
onside and are encouraged that there is a lot of talk about 
changing the way that cities develop. We endorse the 
idea of population density targets for cities, higher 
brownfield development and urban redevelopment. We 
urge you to significantly up those numbers. Transit-
friendly development, outcome-based planning—in other 
words, we support “be consistent with.” 

However, for us, slowing down urban sprawl is not 
enough. Some of these policies will slow down urban 
sprawl, but we think you should be breaking the pattern 
of sprawl, of a continuous network of urban com-
munities. For that, we need a different approach in terms 
of networks of greenbelts, perhaps smaller ones much 
closer to our cities. 

Fourthly, we want to mention the fact that there’s a 
clash of cultures in the countryside, and the greenbelt is 
just one piece of it. There is an urban regulatory approach 
that is happening, whereas in the countryside we’re used 
to a self-help culture. There’s a whole range of things. 
Attached to my notes is one of the policy statements 
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we’ve adopted, in which we’re willing to say fairly 
strong things like, it’s high time we do more with land 
use planning, but we’re ready to have you repeal the 
Nutrient Management Act, and we’re not very fond of 
where we’re headed with risk assessments of three or 
more different kinds. Our own commitment as a farm 
community is to do environmental farm plans; now we 
have risk assessment with nutrient management, and 
we’re going to get another kind of risk assessment with 
source water protection. We’re eager to rethink all of 
that. We think that is an absolute necessity, that the path 
we’re on right now with the regulatory approach 
fundamentally flies in the face of the self-help culture the 
countryside has. 

The final point we want to make is that the economy 
of the protected countryside can’t work if you expect that 
it can be had for free. We have to talk about the money, 
about how we’re going to get financially functioning 
protected countryside. From our point of view, greenbelt 
will make the expectation of environmental services a 
requirement. We need to talk about how to pay for 
environmental services. Some of you may be using the 
language of “alternative land use services” or “ecological 
services.” We’re not stuck on what language to use. Our 
view is that we need to have a constructive approach and 
a detailed approach to starting to pay for environmental 
services as part of the economics of the protected 
countryside. 

We are on the page of saying that we have to, in the 
future, have whole-farm, annual environmental pay-
ments. We have a policy document—it’s attached here—
making its way through our policy structure within CFFO 
in which we’re saying that this province should urgently 
strike a task force on how to do environmental payments, 
both for the greenbelt and for the broader countryside, 
because we think what we design for the greenbelt really 
belongs in much of the productive countryside of 
Ontario. 

Those are our five key messages for you about this 
piece of legislation. 

The Chair: Thank you, gentlemen. You’ve left about 
a minute for each party to ask you a question, beginning 
with the government. 

Mrs. Van Bommel: Thank you very much for your 
very well-thought-out presentation. I’m certainly in-
trigued by the whole-farm annual environmental pay-
ments proposal you have. I see you grinning, Albert; you 
probably already know what I’m going to ask. How 
would this work in terms of our international 
commitments on trade and tariff, WTO, GATT, NAFTA, 
the whole series? 

Mr. van Donkersgoed: As far as I’m concerned 
they’re all quite permissible under current agreements, 
because they should be green bucks. This should be 
green money. 

Mrs. Van Bommel: So we wouldn’t have any prob-
lems in doing this? 

Mr. van Donkersgoed: We should not have, because 
certainly Europe is using this extensively, and the Amer-
icans have their own form of environmental payments. 

The Chair: The next speaker is the official oppo-
sition. 

Mr. Hudak: Thank you, gentlemen. Another of my 
constituents: Mr. Kikkert, good seeing you. Thank you 
for the well-researched presentation on the environmental 
payments as policy. We have certainly heard over and 
over again at this committee that if you want to preserve 
farmland, you have to preserve the farmer. Many good 
ideas have come forward here today from yourselves and 
from the other groups before you. The great concern I 
have, quite frankly, is that the Minister of Agriculture has 
deserted the field. It has been over a year since we were 
promised some sort of farm framework. Their own task 
force called for it.  

We’re contemplating an amendment that would 
somehow bind the Minister of Agriculture to bring 
something forward before this legislation becomes law. 
We think it’s one of the most essential pieces. I don’t 
know where you stand on this, but I’ll ask this question 
again: Is it fair and reasonable to ask that the government 
bring forward a farm viability plan before they ask that 
this legislation be brought into law? 

Mr. van Donkersgoed: The farm viability question, 
all by itself, is enormous, because it deals both with the 
marketplace and with how we manage the land. I would 
say that it would be very helpful if there was a firm 
commitment from the Legislature that we’re going to do 
a task force on environmental payments, on the eco-
nomics of greenbelt services that you are now expecting 
with this legislation. I think it’s fair game to tackle that 
piece. 

To tackle the total problem of farm viability at a 
certain point becomes a matter of the structure of the 
marketplace. We have learned in the last year and a half, 
ever since mad cow disease, that consumers continue to 
pay well but that it doesn’t get down to farmers. The 
structure of the marketplace has caused some significant 
problems.  

I wouldn’t link all of farm viability to this particular 
legislation, but I would encourage you to say that it’s 
high time the Legislature tackled the whole marketplace 
issue as well, because we’ve got structural problems in 
how the marketplace works. 

Ms. Churley: Thank you very much for your pres-
entation. Your comments about loss of prime farmland 
reflects—I’m sure you’re quite aware of the Stats Canada 
report that came out. 

Mr. van Donkersgoed: That’s where that 11% comes 
from: the most recent report.  

Ms. Churley: Right, and it’s quite alarming. You 
mention now that, except for the specialty crops in 
Holland Marsh, there’s actually less prime farmland 
protected within the existing boundaries of the greenbelt 
than mediocre land. Where are you talking about? What 
has been left out? Looking at the map, is it that choker 
around? Perhaps you could describe it. 

Mr. van Donkersgoed: Most of the maps have a 
whitish colour between the greenbelt and the purple of 
the already committed urban development areas. That’s 
some 175,000 acres. 



2 FÉVRIER 2005 COMITÉ PERMANENT DES AFFAIRES GOUVERNEMENTALES G-747 

Ms. Churley: And that’s some of the best? 
Mr. van Donkersgoed: On balance, that is better-

quality land than is being protected in the greenbelt; I 
would say significantly better-quality land than the lands 
inside the greenbelt. A good number of the greenbelt 
lands are immediately adjacent to the Niagara Escarp-
ment or to the Oak Ridges moraine, and those tend to be 
on the modest side for agriculture, but once you get some 
distance away from either the Niagara Escarpment or the 
Oak Ridges moraine, you have some of the best farmland 
in this province. I’ll pick on the town of Caledon plain as 
an example. It’s a beautiful piece of prime farmland and 
it’s not in the greenbelt. 
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Ms. Churley: So your recommendation, and of course 
I’ll be putting forward amendments to this effect, is that 
this land be included. 

Mr. Van Donkersgoed: We need the best land in, and 
if you shrink it elsewhere—we’re not so set on having 
this big a thing. We would prefer to see real greenbelts 
closer to the city, accessible to urban transit, but 
absolutely, permanently, ironclad and protecting the best 
land. We’re not so sure you need to protect a lot of poor-
quality farmland. You might want to do so for natural 
resource reasons; that’s fair game. 

Ms. Churley: That’s what I was going to say some of 
that land is for, because it’s environmentally sensitive. 

Mr. Van Donkersgoed: But don’t then say it’s for 
agriculture. You don’t need to protect the mediocre-
quality land for agriculture, because we can’t take our 
$300,000-combines there and expect to make the pay-
ments. 

Ms. Churley: But you would agree that it should be 
protected if it’s environmentally sensitive land, for that 
reason. 

Mr. Van Donkersgoed: You need to protect some of 
the environmentally sensitive land, but I’m not sure you 
need to protect a million acres for environmentally 
sensitive purposes. 

The Chair: Thank you very much for your delegation 
today. We appreciate you coming. 

HOWARD STAFF 
The Chair: Our next delegation is Howard Staff. 
Good afternoon, and welcome. If you could identify 

yourself and give us your address. When you begin, you 
will have 10 minutes. 

Mr. Howard Staff: Thank you, Madam Chairman 
and members of the Legislature for this committee. First 
of all, I must apologize; I’m just getting to be computer 
literate and there are a couple of mistakes in my presen-
tation. It is Bill 135, not Bill 136, and I did leave out a 
word. We’ll blame the computer. I think it typed the 
wrong number. 

I’m Howard Staff, and my address is in St. Catharines, 
but I live near Jordan. I’m the sixth or seventh generation 
on the family farm, depending on how you count it. You 

can read what I’ve done for the community and worked 
at in the last few years. 

The Staff family has been farming in the Niagara area 
for over a century and three quarters; not as long as Mr. 
Puddicombe’s, but we’re trying. We farm on the edge of 
the escarpment near Jordan, and for over 100 of those 
years the principal crop has been grapes. To a lesser 
extent, we’ve had beef cattle, grains, apples, and 
pumpkins for Halloween carving. 

As a seventh-generation representative of the family, I 
feel that I am in the position to say that we’ve had a long-
term commitment to the agriculture of this province. 
Having said that, I’ve taken a peek over the garden fence 
and have a few observations about what the future might 
hold for the continuance of our family’s legacy. This is in 
regard to this bill that is before us. 

As a result of the free trade agreement during the late 
1980s, we had to remove slightly under half of our 
acreage, which at that time was 1,000 acres in grapes, 
and those were devoted to wine. The bulk of those acres, 
being on the top of the escarpment, were devoted to the 
lower-end or inexpensive wines, and it was a policy of 
this government that we should have to stop producing 
those grapes. In other words, I had grapes ready to go to 
market on one morning, and the next morning it was 
illegal to make wine out of them. With that, we were left 
with approximately 500 acres of grapes, most of them in 
the juice industry, and to a lesser extent in the table wine 
industry. I give you this as a background of how we got 
to where we are now. A lot of the grapes that were taken 
out we now farm in cash crops, and most of those crops 
are going to market in today’s economy at under the cost 
of production. 

I take particular interest in knowing that my family 
has only grown grapes for 100 years in this area, so I 
have a comment to make on the mapping that was 
provided for our area when it came to what was good 
grape and tender fruit land. Whoever drew that map did 
not use proper criteria. That map needs peer review. No 
one has ever been able to tell me who drew it or why it 
was drawn in those particular places. Peer review. 

I fail to see the need to implement this kind of 
legislation when very comprehensive plans are in place 
by both the municipal and regional levels. These plans 
were crafted to reflect local needs and conditions and 
ultimately received the provincial seal of approval. Do 
you not have any faith in this process? That’s really what 
was the backbone of our municipal plans. 

I can’t see how rules that were designed and imple-
mented by government are changing to reflect a view that 
is not consistent with long-standing, established criteria. 
In changing criteria, as outlined in many of the proposed 
regulations to this act, you are in fact putting your hand 
in my pocket and removing money that I had a great deal 
of difficulty making in the first place. An example: 
retirement lots. It’s only a small item, but as my retire-
ment is on the horizon, I need to take from my savings 
another $150,000 to $200,000 to fund a house for my 
wife and I. With the depressed state of returns of most 



G-748 STANDING COMMITTEE ON GENERAL GOVERNMENT 2 FEBRUARY 2005 

commodities, which are being sent to market at below the 
cost of production, I’m burning my ancestors’ equity in 
that farm. I’m using it up at a rate that cannot be 
sustained. I’m hamstrung if I want to change to some 
other kind of venture by the 1,500-square-feet rule for 
accessory buildings and the cap put on the amount of 
outside labour I can hire. It puts me in a very vulnerable 
position. 

One of the few bright spots in our area has been farm 
wineries and greenhouses. Does the Ontario government 
want to destroy any prospect in the greenbelt of value-
added? I maintain that a winery should be allowed, at a 
minimum, 25,000 square feet—that is a modest-sized 
winery; if any of you have been to Henry of Pelham, 
Henry of Pelham is about that size—or 200,000 square 
feet for a greenhouse. That is the bare minimum for 
getting by with greenhouses, yet in the green plan as 
proposed, I’m limited to 1,500 square feet. 

The report written by Mr. Vanclief and Mr. Bedggood 
is laughable in many areas. I fail to see any benefit to 
agriculture with this kind of regulation, when the stated 
purpose is to help agriculture. Let’s be honest. Society 
wants to drive into the country and see cows in the 
pasture or blossoms on the trees in the spring. Are we 
being legislated as a tourist or sightseeing area at no cost 
to society? It’s my belief that this is the case. 

What is starting to emerge are the hiking trails 
proposed in a recent document intercepted by agricultural 
people. In this report by the Ministry of Tourism and 
Recreation, they’re discussing a new trail system linking 
the Bruce Trail and the Lakeshore Trail along all the 
main watercourses in the Niagara area. This will go hand 
in hand with the greenbelt when it’s proclaimed. This 
proposal only cements my contention that this legislation 
is aimed at more than preserving the farm. How do I 
prevent people from using my property when crop 
protection materials are being applied? With a great 
many people using the proposed system, it can only lead 
to more problems. In my own case, we have excluded the 
Bruce Trail from our farm—almost one mile—for over 
20 years because no mechanism is in place to prevent 
anyone from suing me, even though I have no say in who 
traverses the property. 

As a sideline, someone tried to sue me because a 
family member passed away from a heart attack on the 
property while following the trail. I had complete vulner-
ability on that, even though the person happened to be 
over 80 and died of natural causes. But they were on my 
property, so I must have had something to do with it. 

Also, it’s my belief that we are being hoodwinked on 
this issue in the name of environmental concerns, when 
the real winners appear to be a few large corporations 
who pay what they want for our crops—for example, 
grapes—even though we are already selling at below the 
cost of production. Some processors have already made 
overtures that, as growers, we have to accept the prices 
being offered, as the greenbelt will freeze us to pro-
duction of this crop. If this is the case, would you please 
change the name of the legislation and call us in agri-

culture what we really are: “peons”? If you all remember 
your grade 9 history or you have read Shakespeare, 
you’ll know what I’m talking about. My family fled the 
countries that harboured this treatment over 200 years 
ago and came to this country to prosper, it appears now, 
for naught. 
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I talked earlier about peeking over the garden fence, 
and these are my observations. 

Farms will become weekend retreats, with one or two 
acres of grass and the rest reverting to bush. This is 
already happening. I just spent six years on the Niagara 
Escarpment Commission, and I witnessed, from one end 
to the other, at least 20 farms a year disappearing out of 
agriculture simply because there’s one house, which is 
the weekend retreat, and they’re not renting the farm out 
to the local farmers. 

My retirement is seriously affected, not only for my-
self but also for my children and my children’s children. 

The economic viability of the affected area must be of 
the utmost importance and not glossed over by a report 
that did little, if anything, to address economic reforms in 
the province. 

If passed in its present form, liability matters of people 
using a trail system must be addressed first. 

The study on the viability of agriculture missed the 
point entirely. The only real asset that we have in agri-
culture has to be our land and our ability to finance our 
operations. A huge cloud has now been placed over this, 
with financial institutions now becoming gun-shy. 

The Chair: Mr. Staff, you have about 40 seconds left. 
Mr. Staff: Thank you. Establish a working committee 

comprised of people from end to end within the proposed 
greenbelt, with at least 50% full-time farmers—and I 
emphasize full-time—participating. Leaving the nuances 
of this area to the bureaucrats, with a 10-year review, is 
preposterous. 

The largest hurdles facing grape growers are LCBO 
pricing and stocking policies that are designed only for 
provincial profit. Why not keep all the jobs at home and 
not export them? Also, food processors have to be doubly 
aware that we have a quality product. 

Last, our ability to farm and provide food and fibre for 
this province must be enhanced, not through a number of 
acts that are being proclaimed all at once. We have this 
coming down: the Nutrient Management Act, the source 
water, the trails initiatives, the greenbelt. It makes me 
feel like the oven mitt in the Arby’s commercial where 
he’s working like anything and all of a sudden he stops 
and says, “When will it ever end?” 

Please—I have said this before—don’t make me a 
peon. 

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Staff. We appreciate your 
delegation. Unfortunately, you’ve exhausted your time. 
Thank you very much for being here. 

Mr. Staff: I can take some of the fellow’s who didn’t 
show, if you want. 

The Chair: No. Thank you very much. Thank you for 
coming. 
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ONTARIO FRUIT AND VEGETABLE 
GROWERS’ ASSOCIATION 

The Chair: Our next delegation is the Ontario Fruit 
and Vegetable Growers’ Association. 

Good afternoon, and welcome. Please identify your-
self and the group you speak for. When you do begin, 
you will have 15 minutes. 

Mr. Art Smith: Thank you. Good afternoon. My 
name is Art Smith. I’m a former resident of this area. I 
grew grapes for some 20-odd years. I’m the former 
chairman of the Grape Growers of Ontario, former CEO 
of that same organization, and currently the CEO of the 
Ontario Fruit and Vegetable Growers’ Association. 

I’m grateful for the opportunity to discuss the 
province’s greenbelt legislation with you today, because I 
believe its impact is being greatly underestimated, not 
just by the government but by society at large. 

Speaking on behalf of the association’s more than 
7,500 fruit and vegetable growers throughout this 
province, I can tell you that the legislation has some good 
to it, but it also has some inherent dangers that need to be 
recognized for what they are: economic detractions from 
an industry that is overall the number two driving engine 
within this province. In reality, these costs need to be 
recognized for what they are, real, rather than specu-
lative, and the industry hopes that the government 
realizes that the costs being integrated on to the backs of 
farmers are, and will continue to be, costs that should be 
borne by society at large. It is the farmer—a price-taker 
rather than a price-setter—who is most dramatically and 
negatively impacted by this legislation, and the govern-
ment must look at all costs surrounding this issue. 

Saving the land for agricultural use is commendable, 
but the land is without value if agriculture itself is not 
preserved, and therein lies the inherent danger. Preserv-
ing the land without preserving the industry leads to a 
conundrum that, if it is not resolved very soon, will 
reflect very poorly on this government and indeed on the 
future residents of Ontario. But you’ve heard that 
already. 

You’ve heard from farm organizations throughout the 
province and from within the suggested greenbelt area 
about the ramifications and impact of this legislation on 
agriculture and the farmers, who, despite all odds, 
continue to provide Ontario citizens with the safest, most 
nutritious and highest-quality food in the world. 

You have heard that farm values in the protected 
greenbelt area will plummet, but have you heard that 
housing prices in the urban areas will go up, that traffic 
congestion will get worse, and that this act will create 
even greater economic disparity amongst the residents of 
this province? 

To the above question, I would like to cite a couple of 
comments from the Fraser Institute, a national think tank 
that is a third-party, arbitrary body that has no financial 
gain from legislation enacted in any province, particu-
larly here in Ontario. 

According to a report entitled Myths about Urban 
Growth and the Toronto “Greenbelt,” writer Wendell 

Cox indicates that “the anti-growth agenda”—which is 
what this legislation really is—“conflicts with other im-
portant public policy objectives such as maintaining and 
expanding household and regional prosperity, sustaining 
personal and civic freedoms, and reducing the incidence 
of poverty. 

Growth of urban land areas, Cox continues, is a 
worldwide phenomenon. But in his executive summary, 
which you have been given, the main reasons cited, 
primarily by the government, for the growth of urban 
land areas are erroneous. I won’t delve into each and 
every point, but there are a couple that I would like to 
highlight for your attention. 

Cox cites the case being made about the loss of 
agricultural land, often indicated as a primary reason for 
the greenbelt. In his report, Cox indicates, “The growth 
of urban land areas is charged with consuming an in-
ordinate amount of agricultural land, thereby threatening 
the food supply. Reduction in agricultural land, however, 
is due to increased agricultural efficiency, not scarcity of 
land.” 

It follows closely with the idea that the greenbelt will 
eliminate the consumption of open space. “It is claimed 
that urban land area growth consumes large amounts of 
open space. However, as indicated above, more pro-
ductive agriculture has returned far more land to open 
space than has been consumed by urbanization. (This is 
not to suggest that environmentally sensitive or otherwise 
special land should not be conserved in reasonable 
amounts.)” 

Cox concludes with a couple of very strong points. 
One is that urban land growth is found to be “a benign, 
and potentially beneficial development, while anti-
growth policy is found to threaten prosperity and retard 
social mobility, at the same time it increases traffic 
congestion and air pollution.” 

All of these issues are ones that the act is supposed to 
address. You can see the flaws in the argument when it’s 
brought to your attention by an outside source rather than 
those, such as ourselves, who are often too close to the 
fight. 

His strongest argument is that the “most important 
effect of the proposed greenbelt will be to increase the 
price of housing, making it more difficult for families 
with lower income to enter the economic mainstream and 
could lead to greater economic disparities. At the same 
time, it can be expected that the already serious traffic 
congestion will become much worse due to the failure to 
provide sufficient new roadway capacity to handle 
demand and the inability of any feasible system of public 
transit to reduce traffic congestion materially.” 

This 87-page report can be found by going to the 
Fraser Institute Web site at www.fraserinstitute.ca. It 
details point by point, with much more clarity than I, the 
argument against legislation such as the Greenbelt Act. 
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If the government decides to proceed with the green-
belt legislation—and it appears that it will—there are 
several things we, as an agricultural industry, require. 
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Farmers have been, and will continue to be, the 
stewards of the land. I originally indicated that preserving 
farmland is great so long as the farmer is also saved. One 
takes care of the other. Sustainability within this sector 
will ensure that the government’s goal of a green space 
will be achieved and, more so, it will provide tremendous 
benefits to society. 

Horticulture is at the front line when it comes to the 
benefits derived from diet. A stable intake of fruits and 
vegetables, more than the recommended five to 10 
servings per day, could lead to a healthy reduction in the 
health care budget that currently swallows more than half 
of the provincial budget, and continues to grow. Not only 
are we the caretakers of the land the government so 
desperately wants to preserve, but we are also the future 
for healthier Ontarians. 

Ladies and gentlemen, this is not about partisan 
politics. It’s not about pitting one party’s agenda or legis-
lation against another, as the divide would seem to in-
dicate. It’s about what’s right for all parties concerned, 
and that includes hearing from the voice of farmers 
throughout this greenbelt area. When references are made 
to the Napa Valley, as has been the case, it indicates to 
me a clear lack of understanding or care for the needs of 
the farming community. And this legislation impacts far 
more than farmers; attending the various public meetings, 
as I have, however, would not show that. Nor has the 
mainstream media allowed for fair representation either. 
But that is not our fight. Balance and fairness is, and 
balance and fairness, ladies and gentlemen, are con-
tradictory terms within this legislation. 

We want our farmland preserved, but only if society at 
large is willing to come to terms with what the agri-
cultural industry contributes. That is especially crucial 
right now when our industry as a whole continues to reel 
under chronic, massive debt and flounders in the 
marketplace due to a lack of firm government policy that 
chooses Ontario first. If you advocate it, if the gov-
ernment of the day pushes a buy-Ontario policy, then, 
again, the goals of society meet the needs of the ever-
decreasing farming community. 

If this legislation passes, look at the economic results. 
Monitor the price of farmland before and after the act is 
enabled and not just in the short term. What will the 
ramifications be three years down the road? What about 
five years? Agriculture is not a quick sector. Our crops 
are not just planted one year and removed immediately 
after. We are a time-sensitive industry with long-range 
plans put into place for a reason. When it takes five to 
seven years before a viable crop can be garnered from 
grapes or tender fruit, we learn as farmers to be patient. 
We are asking the same from the government—patience. 
We ask that the government commit itself to the business 
of agriculture, that it take the time to get this act right. 
This act needs to be based on good science and planning 
principles and practices, not just political promises. 

Ladies and gentlemen, we must do what the farmers in 
Niagara do: We must be patient. We must explore the 
truth, learn from the truth and then do it right. After all, 

good legislation always needs to be done right. It needs 
to address everyone’s needs, and that would mean the 
nearly six million people who are not at these meetings 
and consultations. It is these people, unaware of what and 
how this legislation will impact upon them, whose voice 
should still be sought. Their silence has been deafening. 
Are they aware that their dreams of personal movement 
from the city or the suburbs, or even rural, will be 
hampered or blocked because of legislation enacted 
today? Since that appears to be the case, what answer 
will you have regarding their future dreams and 
aspirations? 

There are a number of other issues that could be talked 
about as well, but the Greenbelt Act is about land 
planning, not revamping the agricultural sector. It’s about 
ensuring green space for future generations. It’s about 
saving farmland, not about saving farmers. But if we 
don’t save the farmers today, where will the expertise 
come from tomorrow? Society does not give farmers 
credit for their expertise, yet we have some of the best, 
most advanced farmers in the world right here in Ontario. 
If we lose their expertise, agriculture in this province will 
never recover. 

We want to be part of the future, but, more im-
portantly, we want to be active in the present, not a faint 
memory for residents of this province that once upon a 
time grew some of the finest fruits and vegetables in the 
world. 

Ladies and gentlemen, growers cannot be expected to 
shoulder the costs alone. Government and society must 
be active participants if this greenbelt is to meet the 
expectations of society. We must create a link in the 
minds of consumers between what they buy in the 
grocery store and any benefits of the preservation of 
agricultural land. If we fail to do this, if government fails 
to actively participate and commit to saving the farmer 
and if society fails to support the Ontario producer, then 
those fields of dreams will in fact become fields of weeds 
and this dream for some will be lost forever. 

Members of the panel, thank you for the opportunity 
to speak to you today and I ask that you please consider 
these points when you re-enter your deliberations. 

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Smith. You’ve given each 
party about 30 seconds, beginning with the official 
opposition. 

Mr. Smith: That’s good timing. 
Mr. Hudak: Well done. A great presentation, well 

researched and obviously very well thought out before-
hand, which we’ve come to expect from you in your 
previous capacity and your current capacity. So thank 
you for the food for thought for the committee. 

Ms. Churley: Thank you very much for your pres-
entation. I don’t have time to get into it, but I recommend 
as well as the reports you’ve cited today—I find some of 
the conclusions absolutely bizarre: For instance, the sug-
gestion about the relationship between curbing urban 
growth and traffic congestion, that curbing urban growth 
increases traffic congestion. I would suggest that you 
read this report, which actually makes it very clear that 
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higher levels of density are required to make transit more 
flexible, and actually low density is what creates this fall. 
With the higher density, you get an opportunity— 

Mr. Smith: I think what I said was— 
Ms. Churley: I’m sorry to interrupt, I’ve got 30 

seconds, but there’s a counter-argument to that in many 
reports, and this is one of them that just came out from 
the Ontario College of Family Physicians. 

Mr. Smith: I’m sure they know a lot about urban 
sprawl. 

Ms. Churley: They do. I’m just suggesting that there 
are other studies that would be really important to read in 
terms of urban sprawl and the link between smog and 
public transportation and all those kinds of things, as well 
as the Stats Canada report that just came out around 
prime farmland being eaten up by sprawl. 

Mrs. Van Bommel: I have to join Ms. Churley as 
well. I’m just dumbfounded. The comment that the 
reduction in agricultural land is due to increased 
agricultural efficiency and not scarcity of land is in direct 
contradiction to what StatsCan’s science has found out. 
They’re saying that Ontario is the worst offender in terms 
of losing prime agricultural land to urban sprawl. It also 
says that we have had a one-fifth increase in the need for 
farmland and that we’ve already lost 11% of that land. So 
I don’t understand. To me, what you’re saying here is a 
total contradiction of what we’re seeing in the science 
from StatsCan. 

Mr. Smith: That is a direct quote out of the Fraser 
Institute’s report on urban growth in the greenbelt. Those 
are not my words; those are words from the Fraser 
Institute. 

Mrs. Van Bommel: But obviously you support those 
words. 

Mr. Smith: Absolutely. 
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Smith. We appreciate 

your being here today. 
1630 

NIAGARA ECONOMIC 
AND TOURISM CORP. 

The Chair: Our next delegation is the Niagara 
Economic and Tourism Corp. Good afternoon. Thank 
you for coming. When the hubbub subsides, you can 
introduce yourself. 

Ms. Churley: Sorry. 
The Chair: They’re getting a little excited. It’s late in 

the afternoon. Please introduce yourself and the organ-
ization you speak for, and when you do begin, you will 
have 15 minutes. 

Mr. Patrick Gedge: Thank you very much. My name 
is Patrick Gedge and I’m CEO of the Niagara Economic 
and Tourism Corp., the economic development agency of 
Niagara. I’d like to thank the standing committee on the 
Greenbelt Act for the opportunity to speak today and 
provide feedback that will help the government of 
Ontario to successfully implement the greenbelt legacy 
for the province. 

I do totally admire your stamina today as you’ve gone 
through this. 

Mr. Hudak: Entertain us, Patrick. 
Mr. Gedge: Yes, I’ll entertain you. 
I will not be addressing specific or technical aspects of 

the legislation. There are many other groups and individ-
uals here today who can very capably address these 
issues, particularly as they affect the $1.8-billion agri-
cultural industry in Niagara. We could not agree more 
with the remarks made earlier today by regional chair 
Peter Partington and regional councillor Debbie Zimmer-
man. I will take a more strategic and holistic approach in 
order to frame the economic context of the legislation 
and perhaps some of the unintended consequences to 
Niagara. 

To be clear, the Niagara Economic and Tourism Corp. 
and its private/public board of directors supports the 
establishment of the greenbelt in Ontario. 

Let me now address the economic context for Niagara. 
Compared to the overall provincial economy, the Niagara 
economy over the past 10 years has experienced lower 
than average GDP growth, lower than average population 
growth, lower than average income growth of its 
residents and an outflow of its youth. 

Historically, our primary economic driver has been 
manufacturing, and just like the rest of Canada and North 
America, the manufacturing industry has been shrinking, 
as have jobs. At their peak, manufacturing industries in 
Niagara employed over 40,000 workers and were 
distributed over many industry sectors. Manufacturing 
was a relatively stable sector that underpinned the 
regional economy, gave it a high degree of predictability 
and provided workers with above-average wages. In 
recent years, however, a number of larger Niagara 
manufacturing companies have experienced major lay-
offs or closures. Employment in manufacturing has fallen 
to less than 30,000 as of 2004. The manufacturing land-
scape has become much more volatile and uncertain, with 
direct impacts on the broader regional economy. 

During the same period of time, the tourism industry 
grew substantially, until 9/11 and then SARS. Tourism in 
Niagara has not recovered from these events and, frankly, 
it will take a number of years to regain the past momen-
tum. Tourism really does help to diversify the economy, 
but it is not a substitute for higher-paying 12-month jobs 
that can be generated by other sectors. 

Opportunities for growth and prosperity in Niagara 
have been severely limited due in part to these economic 
changes. 

To address these issues proactively, the regional 
municipality of Niagara and the Niagara Economic and 
Tourism Corp. are currently developing an economic 
growth strategy for Niagara that will build on our 
strength, further diversify our economy and minimize the 
impact of cyclical businesses. But we cannot do it alone. 
The province of Ontario, through its policies and pro-
grams, needs to be a full partner in systematically 
addressing the economic issues and priorities of Niagara. 
This leads me to today’s focus on the greenbelt plan. 



G-752 STANDING COMMITTEE ON GENERAL GOVERNMENT 2 FEBRUARY 2005 

The greenbelt plan will provide another economic 
constraint to Niagara and its ability to grow and prosper 
in the future. Ideally, we would have wished that, along 
with this draft legislation, the government provided an 
economic impact analysis and opportunity cost estimate 
related to its effect on the economy and on municipal 
revenue. It seems odd that a major public policy decision 
is being made without such an analysis. 

The NETC is not asking the provincial government for 
favourable economic treatment. It is asking for a level 
playing field in order to be able to fairly compete provin-
cially, nationally and internationally. It is asking for a set 
of provincial policies and targeted investments that will 
allow the region to compete effectively in the market-
place. It certainly asks that Niagara be recognized more 
prominently in Ontario’s plans for the future, not releg-
ated as a secondary or tertiary area for growth and in-
vestment. With a level playing field, Niagara has the 
track record, the expertise and the entrepreneurial spirit 
to succeed and prosper. 

So what will help create a level playing field and 
enable Niagara to compete? 

First, recognize that the greenbelt legislation will con-
strain the ability of the agricultural economy and local 
municipalities to grow, both geographically and in wealth 
creation. With that recognition, create or refine existing 
policies and programs that will provide alternative rev-
enue sources to the agricultural sector and communities 
whose urban boundaries are effectively frozen. For 
example, fund incentive programs that will lead to 
downtown revitalization, brownfields development and 
infrastructure renewal. These investments would be 
consistent with principles articulated in the discussion 
paper Places to Grow: A Growth Plan for the Greater 
Golden Horseshoe. 

If it’s difficult being an MPP, think about the joy you 
would have being a mayor along the greenbelt, whether 
of Lincoln, Grimsby, Niagara-on-the-Lake or St. Cathar-
ines, facing the issues they now have to face. 

Secondly, invest in initiatives, such as Niagara Eco-
nomic and Tourism Corp.’s proposed agribusiness 
marketing program, which would increase investment 
into agribusiness, develop new tourism product, and 
drive more high-yield tourists around Niagara as part of a 
comprehensive growth plan. 

These are straightforward, achievable initiatives that 
would help offset the economic impact of the greenbelt 
legislation, particularly in the northern tier of the region. 

Regardless of these initiatives, Niagara can only in-
crease its competitiveness and prosperity if other parts of 
the region are opened up for business. To help enable 
these opportunities, there need to be economic and trans-
portation corridors established north and south, and east 
and west, over and above the existing QEW. Without 
these provincial transportation and related infrastructure 
investments, Niagara cannot attract the number and the 
quality of businesses and sustainable jobs needed for a 
healthy economy. 

In the short term, extend highway 406 to Welland and, 
ideally, Port Colbourne, opening up that economic 

corridor. As has been mentioned a number of times, in 
the longer term, the GTA-Niagara trade corridor has to 
be made a provincial priority and accelerated with all the 
means available to us. The impact of this economic 
conduit connecting two national economies must not be 
understated or minimized by the province. The economic 
impact of gridlock at Niagara’s international border 
crossings and on the QEW reduces Ontario’s and 
Canada’s economic growth prospects with every passing 
month. 

Both of these actions will diversify traffic from the 
greenbelt areas and open up non-greenbelt and additional 
smart growth areas. By doing this, you not only help 
Niagara be competitive but, as importantly, it facilitates 
the growth that inevitably will take place in the GTA and 
along the entire 401 corridor, be it Brampton, Hamilton 
or London. 

In summary, let me connect the dots. The Niagara 
economy is not performing as strongly as it should and, 
frankly, as strongly as the province needs. In the Places 
to Grow discussion paper, Niagara is not identified as a 
high priority for provincial investment, which will further 
hinder Niagara’s and Ontario’s ability to generate new 
jobs and attract new business. Finally, the greenbelt 
legislation will add further economic constraints on the 
ability of Niagara to prosper. 

Taken as a whole, Niagara and the province need to 
establish ways to identify joint policy, program and 
investment priorities with the goal of creating sustainable 
growth and enhanced prosperity. It’s in all our interest. 

Thank you very much for your kind attention. 
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The Chair: Thank you. You’ve given us about a 
minute and a half each, beginning with Ms. Churley. 

Ms. Churley: Thank you. I won’t ask you about the 
Fraser Institute. 

Mr. Gedge: Thank you very much. 
Ms. Churley: I wanted to ask you, however—it is 

getting late in the day. This is a very balanced approach 
and I appreciate your coming to discuss the issues that 
face your town and municipality. But I just can’t help but 
ask, because you’re talking about tourism, what you 
think of the Minister of Tourism’s latest tourism plan to 
get rid of our beloved trillium and also some of his other 
ideas. Seriously, there are some moves afoot, just on that 
level, that were just announced. He’s trying to change the 
image. I presume that you might think that’s OK, but you 
need these programs to be put in place, the kinds of 
things you’re talking about today, as well as some of the 
more, I suppose, on-the-surface things. 

Mr. Gedge: Actually, it might be more fun talking 
about the Fraser Institute. In terms of tourism marketing, 
I would just make this comment: What’s important is 
what ultimately works with the consumer. What’s im-
portant is, what will drive consumers to want to come to 
Ontario and what will drive them to want to stay here 
longer than they would normally think about staying? 
Because that’s the new revenue that you’re trying to 
bring into the economy, over and above the existing 
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revenue that’s recycled when we simply travel around the 
province. Regardless of the emotionality attached to 
certain icons or representations of the province, I think 
it’s really key that you drive it right down to the 
consumer and do what works with the consumer over the 
long term. At the end of the day, you want to get a very 
strong return on investment on your tourism dollar, and 
part of doing that is doing what really works with the 
consumer. 

The Chair: Our next speaker is Mrs. Van Bommel. 
Mrs. Van Bommel: Thank you for a very well-

presented presentation. I certainly was struck by the 
comment that “Niagara in the last 10 years has experi-
enced a lower than average GDP growth, lower than 
average population growth, lower than average income 
growth and an outflow of its youth.” That sounds very 
much like what’s happening in all of rural Ontario. Like I 
say, it strikes me, because I have to confess that I had 
never really thought that this area, being so close to 
Toronto, would experience much the same problems as 
are experienced in my part of the province. 

You mentioned providing “alternative revenue sources 
to the agricultural sector and communities whose urban 
boundaries are effectively frozen.” That’s your termin-
ology. Could you expand on that particular comment? 
What do you see as alternative sources of revenue? 

Mr. Gedge: First of all, in terms of the economy of 
Niagara, I think it is important that people have a 
common understanding of the economy and the drivers 
of the economy, because there are a lot of perceptions 
about Niagara that are not necessarily accurate. You 
know, we’re thought of very much as a tourism economy, 
not really as a mixed economy. Obviously, we are 
blessed by the fact that we have a global icon and that 
certainly adds to our economic activity, but it isn’t a 
solution to our economic activity by itself. We certainly 
want to attract new investment into Niagara over the 
short and longer term. 

Some of the programs we’d identify: First of all, if the 
greenbelt takes place and in effect freezes certain levels 
of development and activity that can take place, I think 
we have a strong case for actually going out and 
marketing strong agribusiness, agri-tourism and eco-
tourism in the area, because it is in fact a unique area in 
Canada and, frankly, a unique area in North America. 
With the proper product development and proper 
marketing, I think we can start to increase the level of 
tourism dollars that would come to all parts of Niagara, 
not just one or two parts of Niagara. 

The Chair: The official opposition? 
Mr. Hudak: Patrick, great presentation. I’ve had a 

chance to walk through these concepts before. One thing 
that I think is important and that you’re getting across in 
a much politer manner than I will is that there’s a 
resentment in Niagara that when this legislation is spun 
out, it’s going to turn us into a great, vast, green play-
ground at the foot of the GTA. It’s certainly not what we 
aspire to be. We want to preserve important areas and we 
want to support farming, but we need to think about 

growth and job creation in this area, about having smooth 
and efficient transportation corridors to get people and 
goods to market safely and efficiently. The restrictions 
that it looks like this legislation is going to impose on 
agriculture are very significant, and without compen-
sation. I’m not even talking about selling the land but 
about limiting the size of buildings and structures, limit-
ing distances from natural features and such, without any 
compensation for the farmer. You put this point very 
politely. 

But what we should learn from this is that this will be 
a constraint on growth in Niagara unless those other 
pieces come forward: a support plan for our farmers, a 
transportation plan and assistance for greenbelt munici-
palities. I thank you for reinforcing those points. 

Mr. Gedge: Thank you very much. 
The Chair: Thank you for your time. 

MARY LOU GARR 
The Chair: Our next speaker is Mary Lou Garr. Good 

afternoon and welcome. Thank you for being here. Please 
identify yourself and your address for Hansard. When 
you begin, you’ll have 10 minutes. 

Ms. Mary Lou Garr: Thank you, Madam Chair and 
members of the committee. My name is Mary Lou Garr. 
I’m a lifelong resident of Niagara. My husband and I 
have farmed in Grimsby for 30 years. Our son has now 
purchased the farm from us. I’m passionate about 
agriculture, and to that end, I’ve spent 25 years or so in 
local, provincial and national agriculture organizations. 
Last year, I was selected to be the agriculture represen-
tative on the Greenbelt Task Force, and I spent six 
months with 12 other individuals crafting recommend-
ations for the government to try to ensure success for the 
greenbelt and meet the needs of the various sectors in it. 
We hoped to create a legacy for the future, but I think 
Bill 135 in its current form is fundamentally flawed, not 
by what’s in it but by what isn’t in it. 

From the beginning, the focus was on preserving the 
land. I believed and constantly tried to make the point 
that the success of the greenbelt was inextricably linked 
with the success of the agricultural industry within it, the 
working landscape that makes the area green. At the very 
first task force meeting, I pointed out the folly of 
preserving the land for farming while doing nothing to 
economically sustain the industry that used that land. 
Those points I made are still being voiced at this very 
hearing, one full year later, but with an even higher level 
of anger, mostly created by fear: fear of the existing 
bleak agricultural financial situation, fear of powerful 
processors who seek low-priced commodities, and fear of 
loss of equity in our properties, for which we struggled 
and sacrificed. Agriculture is today a fragile economy 
being hit with more and more costs to comply with 
government regulations with less and less income. In a 
time of crisis, creating a greenbelt only adds to that 
uncertainty. 

Farmers don’t feel responsible for urban sprawl, but 
others seem to believe we are. Some members of the 
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committee and one government bureaucrat presented the 
view that farmers were angry about the greenbelt because 
we would not be able to sell our land to developers for 
millions of dollars. I suspect that mindset was much 
broader than in those few people. If so, it was a flippant 
dismissal of some legitimate concerns. 

Unfortunately, if this bill only protects the land 
resource without providing for the economic sustain-
ability of the farm family resource on that land, then the 
greenbelt won’t be about saving the land for food 
production at all but simply creating a panoramic land-
scape for the benefit of the urban public. This govern-
ment needs to decide what kind of greenbelt it wants. 

If farm economic sustainability is not achievable—and 
some must think it isn’t or they wouldn’t be so reluctant 
to address the problem—then when farmers in the 
greenbelt exit the business, who will buy the farms? I see 
two markets: corporate farm enterprises that get bigger 
and bigger, using the economy of scale, and the estate 
housing market. People with money will not be deterred 
from building their dream homes in the country, despite a 
prohibition on available severances. The greenbelt will 
become a prestige area, and farms for sale will be the 
ideal spot for that dream home. In either case, corporate 
farming or estate housing, the missing piece will be the 
farm family businesses, which were supposed to be 
preserved by the greenbelt. 

In the draft greenbelt plan, one of the primary goals 
under the rural communities section was to sustain the 
character of the countryside and rural communities. I 
believe that having fewer farms and farm families goes a 
long way to defeat that goal. 
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The Greenbelt Task Force, on which I sat, recognized 
that reality early. However, solving the issue became a 
futile exercise of one ministry passing the buck to 
another and no one taking responsibility for helping solve 
the problem. So our task force’s solution was to make a 
well-thought-out recommendation that a provincial task 
force on agriculture be created to develop agriculture 
policies that will ensure a viable agriculture industry 
across the greenbelt, comprised of a base of stakeholders, 
led by the Ministry of Agriculture, with membership 
from the Ministries of Finance, Municipal Affairs, 
Natural Resources, Environment, Consumer and Busi-
ness Services, federal departments and others. That was 
our recommendation. 

My biggest disappointment in this whole process has 
been the Ministry of Agriculture. Instead of following 
our advice, the Ministry of Agriculture chose to create 
another consultation opportunity with an agriculture 
advisory team and then limited its mandate to essentially 
land use issues, again failing to appreciate the economic 
needs of those the ministry is supposed to represent. The 
agriculture team’s final report even acknowledged the 
problem. They stated that “The complexity and diversity 
within the ag. industry necessitates that many other gov-
ernment ministries must work in concert with Agriculture 
and Food to achieve solutions,” and stated those same 
ministries that we had stated. 

Land use control is not the key to the success of the 
greenbelt. If the purpose of a greenbelt is to preserve 
agricultural land as part of ensuring a safe and secure 
food supply, if it is to link that land with environmental 
stewardship that enhances the environmental health of 
the area, if it is to maintain healthy, sustained rural 
communities, then farm families can’t be left on their 
own to make the greenbelt work for society. 

The failure of Bill 135 is in its lack of attention to 
implementation beyond administration. I would like to 
see in Bill 135 specific provision for an agriculture 
working group or task force, whatever you want to call it, 
like our task force recommended, to include farm 
stakeholders and all ministries involved in the economic 
sustainability of agriculture. They need to look at where 
they want agriculture to be in 10 years, how we’re going 
to get there and what tools we need to do that. Every 
farmer knows that farm viability is not exclusively linked 
to having a land base. Anyone with common sense 
knows that. 

The farm organizations have done a lot of work on 
what they know are the fundamental agricultural needs, 
and you’ve heard many of them today. Some are legis-
lative changes, some are infrastructure changes and some 
are investments in environmental initiatives. A perfect fit 
for greenbelt would be the sort of environmental pay-
ments that the Christian Farmers were talking about at 
this table. 

Work has been done, but what is needed is a forum 
where these issues can be dealt with, and that forum 
could be enshrined in Bill 135, along with a mandate for 
it and some powers. An agriculture working group 
created by Bill 135 could create a plan for the future of 
agriculture in the greenbelt, could help write the regu-
lations as they apply to agriculture so they make sense 
for agriculture, and could also have the power to in-
fluence government policy and develop fiscal measures 
to be used within the greenbelt. 

I believe the main factor preventing government from 
acting on this will be fear of what it might cost. I was 
told often through this process on the task force, “There 
just isn’t any money, Mary Lou.” Well, agriculture 
knows all about that. I would urge the government to take 
their vision beyond freezing the land into landscape. 
View this as an investment in agriculture and the rural 
economy. I don’t subscribe to the view that something 
this important to society should be gained at no cost to 
society, especially when it requires co-operation and 
balancing of interests. 

Some parts of Bill 135 demonstrate that progress can 
be made. A commitment is made in it to strengthen the 
Farm Practices Protection Act and the Trespass Act, and 
both things were asked for. And to give credit where 
credit is due to the government, provision is made in 
there for surplus farm dwelling severances, which was 
absolutely critical to the farm community, and we thank 
you for that consideration. But these are all land use 
issues once again. 

Because our industry overlaps so many other minis-
tries, the only way to make further progress is to have a 
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task force or agriculture working group enshrined in the 
legislation. You may believe the proposed Greenbelt 
Advisory Council will be adequate, but let me assure 
you, one or two voices on an advisory council, however 
persuasive, will be no more effective than was one voice 
on the Greenbelt Task Force. Since uncertainties breed 
fear and mistrust, you need to provide confidence that the 
government will seriously address the needs of the 
greenbelt agriculture community by legislating the 
establishment of a working group that should have been 
already there over the past year as this legislation was 
developed, if the Ministry of Agriculture had listened. 

I will fiercely defend the need to maintain the family 
farm in the greenbelt. They are the unit that has preserved 
the land to date, and they are the most effective unit to 
undertake environmental stewardship, to produce food, to 
value-add to the economy and to direct-market to urban 
consumers. I believe the family farm is the face of 
greenbelt, but they cannot do it by themselves. I urge you 
to put the piece into Bill 135 that will prevent failure: 
Make provision for an agriculture task force or working 
group, set it to work and give it the power to make things 
happen. 

The Chair: Ms. Garr, you have about 50 seconds left. 
Ms. Garr: Governments are elected to make deci-

sions, but such broad policy developed without the 
support of the primary stakeholders in its success will be 
a poor legacy for me as a task force member and for you 
as a government. 

The Chair: Thank you for your presentation. We 
appreciate your being here today. 

Mrs. Van Bommel: Is there a possibility of getting a 
copy of your presentation, Ms. Garr? 

Ms. Garr: It’s not in any shape to be looked at. Yes, I 
can send it. 

Mr. Hudak: She could e-mail it, though. 
The Chair: If you could provide that, we would be 

grateful. 

AMC REAL ESTATE MANAGEMENT 
AND SERVICES CORP. 

The Chair: Our next presentation is AMC Real Estate 
Management and Services Corp. 

Good afternoon. Thank you for being here. Please 
identify yourself and the organization you’re speaking 
for, and when you begin, you’ll have 15 minutes. 

Mr. Antonio Maggio: Good afternoon. My name is 
Antonio Maggio. I am the president of AMC Real Estate 
Management and Services Corp. 

Madam Chair and committee members, first of all, I 
wish to congratulate this government for its sound vision 
in the proposed greenbelt plan. As I understand it, the 
purpose of the plan is to identify and protect, among 
other things, other prime agricultural land with soil types 
1, 2 and 3, and the Niagara Peninsula tender fruit and 
grape lands. 

Today, my submissions are directed toward the lands 
located within the town of Grimsby, and in particular, an 

existing hamlet located at the intersection of Kemp Road 
and Mountain Road. I am a property owner of approx-
imately 25 acres of land that is located in part of lot 7, 
concession 4, with the civic address of 67-69 Kemp Road 
East. The property is currently improved with two semi 
dwellings and a barn and is located east of the inter-
section of Kemp Road and Mountain Road, highlighted 
in blue in appendix A. The area surrounding the inter-
section of Kemp Road and Mountain Road is identified 
as a hamlet area in the local official plan. The mapping of 
the greenbelt plan should be corrected to identify the 
existing hamlet in this area. 

The lands in and around the hamlet have been 
identified as Toledo class 4 soil by the Ontario Ministry 
of Agriculture and Food, foodland preservation branch. 
Attached is a letter to Mr. Wyehopen, with his per-
mission, as appendix B. Toledo class 4 soil is marginal 
for sustained use for common field crops, in the opinion 
of M.S. Kingston of the soil management branch, Ontario 
Ministry of Agriculture and Food, and E.W. Presant, land 
resource centre, research branch, of Agriculture Canada, 
in The Soils of the Regional Municipality of Niagara, 
Volume 1, 1989. 

Section 3.4.3 of the draft plan addresses policies for 
hamlets. Such policies as currently written allow for infill 
development and intensification, along with the minor 
rounding out of hamlet boundaries at the time of 
municipal conformity, all in keeping with the environ-
mental capacity of providing sewage and water services 
and subject to municipal official policies. 
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The local municipality initiated a growth management 
study process prior to December 2003. As part of this 
study, a report was released on May 27, 2004, in which 
the area surrounding this hamlet was identified as a po-
tential community area. My land is located within this 
potential community area. In addition, the municipality 
has not yet completed its study for the potential com-
munity area.  

Therefore, we believe that it would be appropriate to 
identify this hamlet area, as outlined in the town’s growth 
management study—see attached appendix A—south-of-
the-escarpment potential community area, as a special 
policy area within the greenbelt plan and maps. It is 
appropriate to allow for the completion of the study 
process and implementing documents which would 
formally address the limits of the settlement boundary. 

Thank you for this opportunity to make this sub-
mission to this committee. I hope the committee will take 
the opportunity to correct the Kemp Road hamlet to all 
the stakeholders’ satisfaction. 

The Chair: Thank you very much. You’ve allowed 
three minutes for each party, beginning with the official 
opposition. 

Mr. Hudak: Mr. Maggio, thank you very much for 
your presentation. I know Mayor Bentley and council 
have brought this issue forward with respect to the Kemp 
Road hamlet. Sadly, yours is but one of many, many 
problems that we’ve found with the mapping exercise. 
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I’ve been carrying around this box with me of all the 
presentations we’ve had, and pretty well everyone has 
some concern about what’s been left out that should be 
in, or what’s in that should be out. The fundamental 
concern is whether the science that was used was more 
political science than real environmental science. 

In fact, you cite here a couple of studies by the 
ministry itself that indicated that you had class 4 soil. 
You wonder about an exercise that leaves class 1 wide 
open for development and some class 4 land—I mean, 
we had another Grimsby farmer that came forward to talk 
about his land being salted away from road salt. He’ll 
never be able to sell that property for agricultural pro-
duction. You wonder why those are included. 

That’s why we have been pushing an amendment—I 
hope my colleagues will support it—as we’ve heard time 
and time again, that there should be a third-party review 
process and peer review of the science to make sure we 
have it right. Another suggestion would be an appeal 
mechanism. When the Niagara Escarpment Plan was 
brought forward, there was an appeal mechanism where 
you could go, based on the science, and have a very fair 
and transparent hearing, your fair day in court. Because 
while the minister has met with some people, like the 
mayor of Burlington, he can’t meet with everybody. 

Anyway, I’ve dragged on for a little bit. What do you 
think of the notion of an appeal process based on science 
or a third-party review of the science behind the plan? 

Mr. Maggio: I would say that cases like the Kemp 
Road hamlet have to be dealt with. If there is no other 
avenue, sure, an appeal process where anybody, any 
owner can go to address all these discrepancies. 

The hamlet there is class 4, which is rural. It has 
nothing to do with land that is very sensitive or anything 
like that. Economically, if you cannot do anything else, 
you will stay there forever without any benefit, with no 
societal benefit from it. That’s unfortunate. 

Mr. Hudak: Do you think it should go the other way 
as well? If people bring forward a piece of sensitive 
property—I don’t know if you know Marcy’s Woods, at 
the other end of my riding, or Parkview in Dundas; Boyd 
Park has been brought forward—do you think it should 
work both ways, that people should be able to bring 
suggestions— 

Mr. Maggio: Absolutely. I agree with the notion that 
very good agricultural land, or even agricultural land that 
has been taken completely out of the equation, should be 
included.. Land which cannot be farmed, which would be 
sitting there without any economic benefit, should be 
excluded whether it is on this map or not, or if it’s not on 
this map, we should do something, a process to put it on 
this map so the town of Grimsby has any place to go. I 
see the town of Grimsby being completely isolated in this 
process. 

Ms. Churley: Thank you very much for your 
presentation. I don’t have any questions. I just take it that 
you will be working with the Liberals to try to address 
this issue. 

Mr. Jean-Marc Lalonde (Glengarry–Prescott–
Russell): Thank you, Mr. Maggio, for taking the time to 

come and address your concerns. As you know, this 
greenbelt plan is made especially for protecting the 
farmland and also our water sources. 

We listened to the concerns of Mayor Bentley this 
afternoon. Looking at his presentation, are your 27 acres 
part of the concern he’s looking for, that they should be 
excluded from this greenbelt plan? 

Mr. Maggio: Honestly, I don’t know exactly what the 
mayor’s concerns are, because I wasn’t here. I cannot 
answer that question. 

Mr. Lalonde: At the present time, what is around that 
property you own? 

Mr. Maggio: There is only a hamlet. There is a 
business just next to it. There is a rental business next to 
my land. In front of it, there are two farmhouses. This is 
part of the hamlet, as far as we understand. But the 
hamlet is not there. If you look at your map, there is no 
hamlet whatsoever. It has completely disappeared, like it 
never existed. It is in the official plan. 

Mr. Lalonde: How is it identified in the actual official 
plan? 

Mr. Maggio: Just a circle; it doesn’t have any 
perimeters. 

Mr. Lalonde: Has it been identified as farmland? 
Mr. Maggio: No, it’s been identified as rural land. 
Mr. Lalonde: They also stated this afternoon that 

75% of the land in the area is made of clay. 
Mr. Maggio: That’s class 4, yes. 
Mr. Lalonde: Also clay in your area. 
Mr. Maggio: Yes, class 4, very bad drainage. You 

cannot cultivate anything on this. 
Mr. Lalonde: Those are my questions. Thank you. 
The Chair: Thank you, sir, for your delegation. We 

appreciate your time. 

STEVE FERNICK 
The Chair: Our last delegation is Mr. Steve Fernick. 
Good afternoon, welcome. Please identify yourself 

and the location you come from. When you begin, you’ll 
have 10 minutes. 

Mr. Steve Fernick: Well, I’ll be short. Probably a lot 
of what I’m going to say you’ve heard. My name is Steve 
Fernick. I live in Grimsby. I’m a landowner, a farmer. 
My brother and I own seven farms ranging from 4.5 acres 
to 88 acres, two being in Lincoln below the escarpment, 
one in Stoney Creek and four in Grimsby. Out of the 
seven farms, we have owned four of them more than 35 
years. 

I am supportive of the greenbelt, provided that it is 
planned and implemented properly, is practical, uses 
common sense, and is customized to the needs of specific 
areas, especially those in Niagara and east Wentworth 
county. It is important that government recognize that the 
Niagara region is unique as it relates to agriculture and 
related lands. A one-size-fits-all approach will not work 
for Niagara, nor for the rest of the province. 
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the government must clearly understand what it is trying 
to protect. The farmer must be protected and, in turn, the 
farmer will protect the land and the greenbelt. Farmers 
have been preserving these lands for more than a century. 

Farms within the greenbelt are privately owned, and 
the government must recognize this fact. In Niagara, with 
the greenbelt, we have lost our retirement lots. I was 
raised and have lived on a farm since I was born. Living 
on a farm was my choice because I like living in the 
country. In the near future, I will be retiring, and I will be 
forced to move to town, where there are nine or more 
houses per acre. The greenbelt draft plan outlines allow-
ances for severances of 100 acres. How many grape and 
tender fruit farmers between Hamilton and Niagara-on-
the-Lake have 100 acres? Consideration should be made 
for our lost rights to retirement severances. 

In addition to limiting a farmer’s ability to sever land, 
the greenbelt plan limits farm businesses that are 
secondary to agriculture. For example, the proposed 
greenbelt plan outlines the following: (a) The farmer can 
put up a 1,600 square-foot building, which is 40 by 40. 
Should I want to build a winery, how many acres of my 
grapes can I process? (b) The farmer can allow 4,500 
hours annually of employee work time. That’s not 
enough. 

When reading over the proposed greenbelt plan, I 
noticed some discrepancies. In draft schedule 2 of the 
proposed greenbelt plan, it failed to show Kemp Road 
and Grassie hamlet in Grimsby. In addition, in Grimsby 
and Wentworth East, the proposed greenbelt south 
boundary is Mud Street and Young Street, which is 
Townline Road. Without a doubt, this area was not fully 
studied by government officials, as it is claimed that this 
area is good vinifera grape land and good tender fruit 
land. The south greenbelt boundary should follow the 
south escarpment commission boundary or Elm Tree 
Road in Grimsby and Green Mountain Road in Went-
worth East and be based on environmental science. The 
government must reconsider the greenbelt boundary 
south of the escarpment and redesignate it from specialty 
crop lands to rural lands. 

Please find attached a letter from the Ministry of 
Agriculture department dated 2002 stating that our soil is 
class 4, Toledo. The letter also states that the soil is not 
good for growing grapes and that it is in a very frost-
prone area. The Niagara soil book and maps confirm the 
same and state that this land is Toledo soil and is not 
good for growing grapes, fruit or most other types of 
crops. 

Wentworth East, south Young Street going north to 
the Niagara Escarpment south boundary, and Highway 
20 being the west boundary, going east to Wentworth 
East boundary: The soil map of Wentworth county, soil 
report 32, indicates that 95% of the soil is Haldimand soil 
and Lincoln soil. 

Toledo, Haldimand and Lincoln soil are suitable to 
grow peaches, cherries or vinifera grapes. Although some 

labrusca grapes are planted in this area, at best, growers 
receive less than a 50% crop. 

Above the escarpment, soils are imperfect and poorly 
drained. In addition, above the escarpment, there is an 
increase in mean annual temperature, resulting in a 
shorter frost-free season. In the winter of 2002-03, grapes 
froze, including those in Niagara-on-the-Lake, and there 
is no way we can compete with Niagara-on-the-Lake. 

Please find attached excerpts from the Wentworth 
county soil book on climate, Haldimand and Lincoln soil 
series; excerpts from the regional municipality of Niagara 
soil book on Haldimand and Lincoln soil series; and two 
maps. In an area two square miles by four square miles, 
there are only five farms left growing grapes, and in the 
same area, 18 vineyards have been removed or aban-
doned. This holds true for the rest of the area. I would 
request that someone make a visit to the area. I would be 
pleased to accompany them to see for themselves before 
the decision is final. 

The growers are asking the government to give 
farmers the tools to be profitable. Some of the tools 
needed are: changing the Wine Content and Labelling 
Act; promoting Ontario VQA wines; implementing a Buy 
Ontario First policy; and promoting public awareness. 

Farm viability has to be ensured if the greenbelt is to 
be protected, and a commitment to compensate growers 
for any loss in land value must be made, as there is a fear 
that farm values will decline. 

I would like to thank the local members of the 
provincial government—Jennifer Mossop, Kim Craitor, 
Tim Hudak and Peter Kormos—and Minister John 
Gerretsen for listening to us and for the keen interest they 
have shown in our concerns. I would like to thank you 
for the opportunity to speak to you today about the 
proposed greenbelt legislation and its impact on growers 
in Niagara and Wentworth East. 

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Fernick. You’ve given 
each party about 45 seconds to ask you a question, 
starting with Ms. Churley. 

Ms. Churley: Well, you’re last but not least. Thank 
you very much for ending today’s session on a very 
personal note. It’s always good to hear from people who 
are personally affected. I’m sure we’ll be taking your 
particular issue up with the government. That’s about all 
I have to say, because there is no more time, but thank 
you. 

Mr. Fernick: Thank you. 
Mr. Rinaldi: Thanks very much, Mr. Fernick. It’s 

great that you’re here and it’s great that you bring your 
own personal experience beyond the industry per-
spective. 

Just a couple of things. We’ve heard over and over 
again, probably a hundred times, and we’ll probably hear 
it some more tomorrow that the general support is there 
for the greenbelt, but with a lot of conditions attached. 
Because we need to work on those conditions—I think all 
governments have been committed to helping the in-
dustry—we have to start somewhere, because some-
thing’s been neglected. Would you agree that we need to 
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get moving on this and, yes, work with you and the 
industry Ontario those? 

Mr. Fernick: You’ve definitely got to get started, but 
you’ve definitely got to work with us. 

Mr. Rinaldi: If I may, the other thing I want to clear 
up— 

The Chair: It had better be a really short question. 
Mr. Rinaldi: Well, just a statement, if I may, Chair. 

The statement about the size of buildings: That’s cer-
tainly not in the plan, about the 1,600 square-foot limit; 
none of that is in the bill. It was a recommendation by the 
task force, but it’s not entrenched. Actually, the legis-
lation allows for auxiliary buildings to derive other 
activities on that piece of property. It’s there. 

Mr. Fernick: Well, that’s good. 
Mr. Hudak: Mr. Fernick, thank you very much. 

Thank you for the kind words. I know Peter Kormos 
would appreciate that too. He’s been a strong advocate 
for the grape growers and his constituents who are 
impacted. 

I’m not as dismissive of the Bedggood-Vanclief 
report, because that’s the only thing the government has 
brought forward so far on how to help agriculture. But in 
many ways, as you cite in your report, it’s actually going 
to hinder people in the greenbelt area. 

I want to say thanks for bringing your particular report 
forward, because it is science-based. You have some 
science that you cite, previous studies by the Ministry of 

Agriculture, which I think reinforces the point that we 
should have a more honest, open and transparent tribunal 
to make these decisions, as opposed to relying on 
politicians, the minister of the day. 

It’s my last chance to say a few words. I just want to 
say thanks to Mr. Fernick and to all the farmers who are 
here today. Not everybody could come before the com-
mittee. I hate to recognize anyone in particular, but Mary 
Lou Garr has done an outstanding job as a voice for agri-
culture. She’s a constituent of mine from West Lincoln. I 
want to thank Mary Lou for her outstanding efforts as 
part of the Greenbelt Task Force. 

Thank you, sir. 
Mr. Fernick: Somewhere in the transition, there was 

something lost on the good tender fruit land and the good 
grape land, because the people who had input into it drew 
the boundaries on commercial grapes, and in the presen-
tations in November, it was turned around as vinifera 
grapes; also, for tender fruit, it was pears and plums, not 
cherries or peaches. 

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Fernick. We appreciate 
your being here. 

Committee, this brings us to the close of our hearings 
this day. Thank you to all the witnesses, the MPPs and 
the ministry staff for their participation in the hearing. 
Our committee stands adjourned until 10 a.m. tomorrow 
morning, February 3, in Toronto, in committee room 1. 

The committee adjourned at 1720. 
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