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Executive Summary
This Study has been prepared on behalf of the County of Essex to assist
County Council in determining the appropriate minimum lot size for
agricultural parcels throughout the County.
The need for this Study was identified during the preparation of the new
County of Essex Official Plan when it was determined that there was a lack of
consistency among the lower-tier Official Plans as to the permitted minimum
agricultural lot size, which range from 10 hectares to 40 hectares.
The Ontario Ministry of Agriculture Food and Rural Affairs requested that a
minimum agricultural lot size of 40 hectares (100 acres) be included in the
new Official Plan. County Council ultimately decided that the issue of
determining the appropriate minimum agricultural lot size required an
independent and fulsome analysis. The conclusion of this work, if approved
by County Council, would require the adoption of an amendment to the new
County Official Plan.
This Study researches and analyzes the following topics and their implications
to the determination of the appropriate agricultural lot size in Essex County:
1.

Evaluate current lot patterns and conduct a parcel size analysis.(S.5)

2.

Research the history of agricultural consent activity.(S.6)

3.

Review the existing types of farming operations in the County.(S.7)

4.

Review the existing soil types within the County.(S.8)

5.

Review the existing lower tier policies regarding lot creation.(S.9)

6.

Review the recent relevant trends in agriculture.(S.10)

7.

Identify any major impediments to farming in Essex County.(S.11)

8.

Engage the appropriate stakeholders to obtain meaningful input into the
preparation of the Study.(S.12)

9.

Prepare recommendations and policies to amend the County of Essex
Official Pan to provide a consistent approach to farm parcel sizes that is
consistent with the PPS.(S.13)
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Upon completing the research and analysis associated with the topics noted
above, this Study recommends that the County maintain OMAFRA’s
recommended minimum agricultural lot size of 40 hectares (100 acres) for the
following reasons:
a) The Provincial Policy Statement and County of Essex Official Plan
discourage lot creation in Prime Agricultural Areas.
b) The analyses did not provide evidence to suggest that a smaller lot size
will have a positive impact on agriculture in the County or maintain
flexibility for future changes in the type or size of agricultural operations
(2014 PPS Section 2.3.4.1 a)).
c) The agricultural experts at OMAFRA support the 40 hectare (100 acres)
minimum lot size for the following reasons (refer to Section 12.1 for a
more details):
i.

Increased efficiency is associated with the trend to larger farm
operations;

ii.

There is increased public safety by reducing the travel between
smaller farm parcels that form part of a larger farm operation;

iii.

There is no limitation to new farmers because there are
numerous options available to new farmers to utilize existing
smaller parcels or portions of larger parcels;

iv. The remaining larger parcels allow flexibility in that they are
suitable to other farming types, such as raising livestock;
v.

Greenhouse lot area needs are increasing;

vi. Competition for smaller land parcels from non-farm residents
increases with lower minimum farm parcel sizes; and,
vii. A healthy agricultural industry is comprised of a variety of farm
types that exist on a variety of parcel sizes.
d) The County should protect the limited number of larger agricultural
parcels that remain. Less than 7% of the agricultural lots in the County
are 40 hectares (100 acres) in size or greater. As demonstrated through
the agricultural lot parcel analysis and historic consent activity, the
County and local municipalities have amply provided opportunities for
farmers to utilize smaller agricultural lots, by allowing the vast majority
(78.2%) of agricultural lots to be less than 24 hectares (60 acres) in
size.
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e) Since the approval of the 2005 PPS, an average of 15 agricultural lot
splits have occurred each year in Essex County, which demonstrates the
continued pressure to reduce the parcel size in Essex County.
f) Livestock production in the County is declining, while field crops, which
requires larger areas for mechanized production, are increasing.
g) There is no evidence, based on the relative age of Essex farmers, to
suggest that a smaller agricultural lot size permission would improve
access to new farmers entering the industry. The fact is that there are
many smaller lots available but young farmers in the County are not
taking advantage of those smaller lots. The average age of farmers in
Essex is still increasing. In contrast, the evidence suggests that new
smaller agricultural lot creation will increase competition between
farmers and non-farmers, which may make lots less affordable to
new/young farmers.
h) Farm operation size in Essex County has increased over the past 10
years.
i) New residential house construction in the agricultural areas will slow
down and correspondingly reduce the pressures for service delivery
expansions.
j) Smaller lot size recommendations specific to fruit and vegetable
production, vineyards and greenhouses have not been made because
there is an existing relatively large supply of smaller lots available for
those uses in Essex County. Additionally, general fruit and vegetable
production is decreasing in the County while vineyard and greenhouse
areas are increasing. In the case of vineyards, flexibility in the
interpretation and scale of agriculture-related uses and on-farm
diversified uses is, in our opinion, of greater importance than is lot size.
With respect to greenhouses, data analyses, field observations as well
as photo interpretation indicate that greenhouse size is increasing and,
in some instances, greenhouses cross agricultural land parcel
boundaries. Therefore, a minimum size related to greenhouses is not
recommended.
The Study authors have adopted the viewpoint that the test of no negative
impact is quite distinct from creating a positive impact that will protect
agricultural flexibility. Given the inability to predict the changes that may
occur to agriculture, it is concluded that a 40 hectare (100 acre) minimum
agricultural parcel size best protects the interests of the agricultural industry
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in Essex County and is reasonable policy. Furthermore, while the test of ‘no
negative impact’ can be found in the Provincial Policy Statement, it is not
associated with agricultural lot creation. The test of ‘no negative impact’ is
only associated Provincially significant natural heritage features, protecting
the quality and quantity of water, and site servicing.
In our professional opinion, in the absence of conclusive evidence that smaller
agricultural lot sizes will improve the agricultural industry in the County,
and/or maintain flexibility for future changes in the type or size of agricultural
operations, then the Provincial standard of 40 hectares (100 acres) should be
maintained.
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1.0

Introduction

This Study has been prepared on behalf of the County of Essex to assist
County Council in determining the appropriate minimum lot size for
agricultural parcels throughout the County.
The need for this Study was identified during the preparation of the new
County of Essex Official Plan that was approved by the Ministry of Municipal
Affairs and Housing on April 28, 2014. During the preparation of the Plan it
was determined that there was a lack of consistency among the lower-tier
Official Plans as to the permitted minimum agricultural lot size, which range
from 10 hectares to 40 hectares.
The Ontario Ministry of Agriculture Food and Rural Affairs requested that a
minimum agricultural lot size of 40 hectares (100 acres) be included in the
new Official Plan. County Council ultimately decided that the issue of
determining the appropriate minimum agricultural lot size required an
independent and fulsome analysis. The conclusion of this work, if approved
by County Council, would require the adoption of an amendment to the new
County Official Plan.
This Study researches and analyzes the following topics and their implications
to the determination of the appropriate agricultural lot size in Essex County:
1.

Determine and evaluate the current lot pattern within the County of
Essex and conduct a parcel size analysis.(Section 5)

2.

Research the recent history of agricultural consent activity by type and
location by accessing severance records from the lower tier
municipalities.(Section 6)

3.

Review the existing types of farming operations in the County, i.e.,
field crops, greenhouses, livestock, fruits and vegetables, etc., the
percentage of agricultural land devoted to each type of farming, and
their importance to the economic well-being of the County.(Section 7)

4.

Review the existing soil types within the County, the percentage of
agricultural land occupied by each soil type, and the potential impact
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on the minimum agricultural lot size necessary for the various types
of agricultural uses that may utilize these areas.(Section 8)
5.

Review the existing lower tier policies regarding lot creation in the
agricultural designations, identify their difference, and determine their
conformity with the PPS. (Section 9)

6.

Review the recent relevant trends in agriculture and the potential
impacts on farm size requirements.(Section 10)

7.

Identify any major impediments to investing in farming in Essex
County.(Section 11)

8.

Engage the appropriate stakeholders, i.e., farming federations and
associations, the farming community, agriculture and agriculturerelated businesses and organizations, real estate appraisers, etc., to
obtain meaningful input into the preparation of the Study.(Section 12)

9.

Prepare recommendations and policies to amend the County of Essex
Official Pan to provide a consistent approach to farm parcel sizes that
is consistent with the PPS.(Section 13)
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2.0

Location and General Characteristics

The County of Essex is located in the southwest corner of Ontario and is the
southernmost upper-tier municipality in the Province. The County is adjacent
to the Cities of Windsor and Detroit, which are located to the north and west,
the Municipality of Chatham-Kent to the east, and the Township of Pelee to
the South.
The County of Essex is comprised of approximately 175,000 hectares of land
and a 2011 population of 177,891 people. It is governed by a Council that
consists of fourteen (14) members being the Mayor and Deputy Mayor of each
of the seven (7) member municipalities. The seven (7) local municipalities
that comprise the County of Essex include the Town of Amherstburg, the Town
of Essex, the Town of Kingsville, the Town of Lakeshore, the Town of LaSalle,
the Municipality of Leamington and the Town of Tecumseh (Figure 1). Prior
to amalgamation in the late 1990’s, Essex County had been comprised of
twenty-one (21) municipalities. The City of Windsor and the Township of Pelee
as well as the restructured Municipality of Chatham-Kent are the immediate
neighbours of Essex County.
Lands throughout the County are predominately flat with little variation. The
County has a relatively low diversity of agricultural production compared to
other Regions/Counties in southern Ontario. In addition to the typical grains
and oilseeds, the climate and soils in this area are ideal for vegetable and fruit
crops including grapes. All lands in the County of Essex, outside of Settlement
Areas and natural heritage areas, are considered Prime Agricultural Lands.
The grape (wine) industry in Essex County has seen continuous improvements
and wine tours have become popular with tourists to the area. Greenhouse
vegetable production in the County is the most intensive in all of Canada with
approximately 585 hectares of greenhouse vegetable production, and
approximately 616 hectares of greenhouse area (2011 Agricultural Census).
Agricultural land is the predominant feature of the County. Over 80% of the
land area in the County is actively farmed, and as a result, the County benefits
from a good agricultural economy. A key components to managing this
agricultural resource is ensuring that viable agricultural farm parcels are
available to support current and future farm practices.
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Figure 1 – County of Essex
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3.0

Policy Basis for the Study

The policy basis for this Agricultural Lot Size Study is found in the County
Official Plan and the Provincial Policy Statement.

3.1 County Official Plan
In undertaking this Agricultural Lot Size Study, it is important to ensure that
the conclusions and recommendations conform to the intent of the County
Official Plan.
3.1.1

Vision

The vision for agricultural lands, as outlined in Section 3.3.1 of the Official
Plan, is for ‘a viable agricultural community comprised of many types of
agriculture such as cash crop farming, greenhouse farming, orchard farming,
vineyard farming, mushroom farming and livestock farming’.
The key implication for this Study is to ensure the recommendations continue
to protect the agricultural resource for the long-term.
3.1.2

Goals

The agricultural goals, as outlined in Section 3.3.2 of the Official Plan, include
the following:
a) To protect prime agricultural areas for agricultural purposes to ensure
the continued long-term availability of this resource.
b) To promote and protect agricultural uses and normal farm practices on
lands within the “Agricultural” designation.
c) To allow and encourage farm operators to engage in a wide range of
agricultural activities.
d) To restrict the type and amount of non-farm development in the
“Agricultural” designation by encouraging non-farm uses to locate in the
existing “Settlement Areas” identified on Schedule “A1”.
e) To only permit the expansions of existing Primary Settlement Areas onto
lands designated “Agricultural” where demonstrated need for such an
expansion has been justified either through a Local Comprehensive
Review or a comprehensive review.
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f) To discourage lot creation in the “Agricultural” designation and establish
a County-wide minimum farm parcel size that protects the agricultural
land base from fragmentation. The minimum farm parcel size shall
ensure that the size of new agricultural lots are appropriate for the type
of agricultural use(s) common in the area and are sufficiently large
enough to maintain flexibility for future changes in the type or size of
agricultural operation.
g) To ensure new farm and non-farm uses comply with the Minimum
Distance Separation Formulae, as amended by the Province from time
to time.
h) To encourage the retention of woodlots as integral components of the
farm operation for agroforestry and the other benefits woodlands
provide.
The Goals above directly inform this Study in a number of ways. The
recommendations on lot size must protect the agricultural land and the ability
of farm operators to engage in a wide range of agricultural activities.
However, Goal 3.1.2 f) is the most relevant because it not only discourages
lot creation in the Agricultural designation, it also directs that the minimum
farm parcel size shall ensure that lots are appropriate for the type of
agricultural use and sufficiently large enough to maintain flexibility for future
changes in the type or size of agricultural operations.
3.1.3

Agricultural Lot Creation Policies

Section 3.3.3.4 of the County Official Plan contains the agricultural Lot
Creation policies. The policies read as follows:
The County shall undertake an Agricultural Lot Size Study to determine
the minimum parcel size for all types of agricultural lots, including, but
not limited to, new lots for agricultural uses, specialty crop areas, and
agriculture-related uses. Until such time as this Study is approved by
County Council and implemented by amendment to this Plan, existing
agricultural lot creation policies at the local level shall remain in effect.
However, lot creation in the “Agricultural” designation is discouraged
and will only be permitted in accordance with Provincial Policy, local
Official Plan policies and the following:
a) Lot creation to accommodate an agricultural use shall only be
considered where the lots proposed are of a size appropriate for
County of Essex Agricultural Lot Size Study
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the type of agricultural uses common in the area and are
sufficiently large to maintain flexibility for future changes in the
type or size of agricultural operations. These agricultural lots shall
also comply with the Minimum Distance Separation Formulae.
b) Lot creation to accommodate an agriculture-related use shall only
be considered where the use is compatible with surrounding
agricultural operations and the new lot is limited to a minimum
size needed to accommodate the use and appropriate sewage and
water services. These agriculture-related lots shall also comply
with the Minimum Distance Separation Formulae.
c) Lot creation to accommodate a habitable residence surplus to a
farming operation as a result of farm consolidation is permitted
subject to the local Zoning By-law being amended, to prohibit new
residential dwellings on the vacant remnant parcel of farmland
created by the severance.
In order to maintain County-wide consistency in the
implementation of this policy, farm consolidation will be
interpreted to permit both contiguous and non-contiguous farm
parcel consolidations.
Local municipalities may establish a minimum lot size for the
remnant farm parcel in accordance with this Policy.
d) Lot creation to permit new infrastructure uses is permitted where
the facility or corridor cannot be accommodated through the use
of easements or rights-of-way.
e) Lot adjustments for legal or technical reasons, such as for
easements, corrections of deeds, quit claims, and minor boundary
adjustments, which do not result in the creation of a new lot are
also permitted.
In order to maintain County-wide consistency in the
implementation of this policy, lot line adjustments will be
interpreted to prohibit the creation of new residential or non-farm
parcels.
The lot creation policies directly inform this Study. Similar to the Agricultural
Policy Goals, lot creation shall only be permitted where the size is appropriate
for the type of agricultural uses common in the area and sufficiently large
enough to maintain flexibility for future changes in the type or size of
agricultural operations. In addition, agriculture-related use lot creation shall
only be considered, not necessarily permitted, when it is compatible with the
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surrounding agricultural operations and limited to the minimum size needed
for appropriate servicing.

3.2 Provincial Policy Statement
The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) contains policies and definitions that
directly inform this study.
Policy 2.3.1 states that prime agricultural areas shall be protected for longterm use for agriculture and according to policy 2.3.3.1, the only permitted
uses in these areas are agriculture uses, agriculture-related uses and on-farm
diversified uses.
Policy 2.3.3.2 states that all types, sizes and intensities of agriculture uses
and normal farm practices shall be promoted and protected in accordance with
provincial standards.
Policy 2.3.4.1 contains the lot creation policies in agricultural areas. This
policy states that lot creation in prime agricultural areas is discouraged and
only permitted for the following:
a) agricultural uses, provided that the lots are of a size appropriate for the
type of agricultural use(s) common in the area and are sufficiently large
to maintain flexibility for future changes in the type or size of agricultural
operations;
b) agriculture-related uses, provided that any new lot will be limited to a
minimum size needed to accommodate the use and appropriate sewage
and water services;
c) a residence surplus to a farming operation as a result of farm
consolidation, provided that:
1. the new lot will be limited to a minimum size needed to accommodate
the use and appropriate sewage and water services; and
2. the planning authority ensures that new residential dwellings are
prohibited on any remnant parcel of farmland created by the
severance. The approach used to ensure that no new residential
dwellings are permitted on the remnant parcel may be recommended
by the Province, or based on municipal approaches which achieve the
same objective; and
d) infrastructure, where the facility or corridor cannot be accommodated
through the use of easements or rights-of-way.
Section 6 contains several definitions relevant to this study including:
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•

Agricultural uses: means the growing of crops, including nursery,
biomass, and horticultural crops; raising of livestock; raising of other
animals for food, fur or fibre, including poultry and fish; aquaculture;
apiaries; agro-forestry; maple syrup production; and associated onfarm buildings and structures, including, but not limited to livestock
facilities,
manure
storages,
value-retaining
facilities,
and
accommodation for full-time farm labour when the size and nature of
the operation requires additional employment.

•

Agri-tourism uses: means those farm-related tourism uses, including
limited accommodation such as a bed and breakfast, that promote the
enjoyment, education or activities related to the farm operation.

•

Agriculture-related uses: means those farm-related commercial and
farm-related industrial uses that are directly related to farm operations
in the area, support agriculture, benefit from being in close proximity to
farm operations, and provide direct products and/or services to farm
operations as a primary activity.

•

Normal farm practices: means a practice, as defined in the Farming
and Food Production Protection Act, 1998, that is conducted in a manner
consistent with proper and acceptable customs and standards as
established and followed by similar agricultural operations under similar
circumstances; or makes use of innovative technology in a manner
consistent with proper advanced farm management practices. Normal
farm practices shall be consistent with the Nutrient Management Act,
2002 and regulations made under that Act.

•

On-farm diversified uses: means uses that are secondary to the
principal agricultural use of the property, and are limited in area. Onfarm diversified uses include, but are not limited to, home occupations,
home industries, agri-tourism uses, and uses that produce value-added
agricultural products.

•

Prime agricultural area: means areas where prime agricultural lands
predominate. This includes: areas of prime agricultural lands and
associated Canada Land Inventory Class 4 through 7 lands,; and
additional areas where there is a local concentration of farms which
exhibit characteristics of ongoing agriculture. Prime agricultural areas
may be identified by the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture and Food using
guidelines developed by the Province as amended from time to time. A
prime agricultural area may also be identified through an alternative
agricultural land evaluation system approved by the Province.
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•

Prime agricultural land: means specialty crop areas and/or Canada
Land Inventory Classes 1, 2, and 3 lands,

•

Residence surplus to a farming operation: means an existing
habitable farm residence that is rendered surplus as a result of farm
consolidation (the acquisition of additional farm parcels to be operated
as one farm operation) as amended from time to time, in this order of
priority for protection.

•

Specialty crop area: means areas designated using guidelines
developed by the Province, as amended from time to time. In these
areas, specialty crops are predominantly grown such as tender fruits
(peaches, cherries, plums), grapes, other fruit crops, vegetable crops,
greenhouse crops, and crops from agriculturally developed organic soil
usually resulting from:
a) soils that have suitability to produce specialty crops, or lands that are
subject to special climatic conditions, or a combination of both;
b) farmers skilled in the production of specialty crops; and
c) a long-term investment of capital in areas such as crops, drainage,
infrastructure and related facilities and services to produce, store, or
process specialty crops.

3.3 Implications for the Study
A fulsome reading of the County Official Plan and the Provincial Policy
Statement leads to the conclusion that agricultural lot size recommendations
must carefully consider the long-term effects on farming.
The PPS and County Official Plan require that lot creation consider future
changes to the type or size of agricultural operations. However, the ability to
predict future changes to agricultural operations is limited.
The PPS discourages lot creation in prime agricultural areas. Nevertheless, it
does not use language that prohibits severances for agricultural uses, nor does
it make reference to minimum lot size with respect to "agricultural uses".
Rather, the PPS establishes two conditions that must be met for lot creation
to be permitted. The County Official Plan discourages lot creation in the
Agricultural designation and has established a goal to determine a County-
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wide minimum farm parcel size that protects the agricultural land base from
fragmentation.
The PPS and County Official Plan also contain repeated restrictive agricultural
policy references such as “discourage”, “shall only”, “will only”, “may only”,
“provided that”, “limited to”, “prohibited”, and “shall not be”, which are
intended to either discourage agricultural lot creation or govern uses so as to
protect prime agricultural lands.
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4.0

Methodology

The purpose of this Section is to provide an overview of the methodology used
to complete this Study.
A number of different methods have been used to characterize Essex County,
its farm operations and its agricultural land parcels. The first principle method
combined different layers of map information using a Geographic Information
System (GIS). In general terms, GIS systems allow for an examination of
spatial
correlation amongst
observed
physical
and
sociocultural
characteristics. In this Study, information on agricultural and non-agricultural
designations, property size and boundaries as well as agricultural land use
(agricultural fields as identified by OMAFRA) were combined to identify
agricultural properties. This information was subsequently subdivided using
an additional layer of information on sub-tier municipal boundaries to allow
the property size information to be subdivided into evaluation units that follow
municipal boundaries.
The Study also examined work completed by Wayne Caldwell, et al. Wayne
Caldwell, PhD, MCIP, RPP is a Professor with the University of Guelph Rural
Planning and Development Department. Caldwell, et al., conducted a project,
specifically entitled ‘Lot Creation in Ontario’s Agricultural Landscape: Trends,
Impacts and Policy Implications’. This report examined data for lot creation
in the Province for 1990-2009. This work resulted in the creation of three
reports related to literature review, profiles and summaries of each lower tier
municipality in the Province and a final report related to the impact and
analysis of these findings. Work resulting from the Caldwell Study is
referenced within this Report against the findings specific to Essex County.
Other analyses were also completed by adding map layers related to:
•

soil capability to ascertain if property size changed with soil capability.

•

detailed agricultural land use (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2014)
so as to differentiate agricultural property sizes in field, fruit and
vegetable production areas as well as in greenhouse production areas.

The agricultural property/land parcel information generated through the use
of GIS was then subject to statistical analysis to ascertain the relative
distribution of different property sizes. The principal method of statistical
analysis used in this study is called “descriptive statistics” and includes
property size/land parcel mean (the total area of all agricultural property sizes
divided by the number of agricultural properties), range (highest value and
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lowest value), variance (how much variation there is based on the difference
between the mean value and each land parcel), and the median (the value of
the property which is in the middle of the full range of all property sizes).
In addition to the descriptive statistics for all properties, a number of different
evaluations were completed to look for relationships as follows:
a) property size differences, if any, based on sub-tier municipality;
b) property size differences, if any, based on soil capability at the County
and municipal scales;
c) property size differences, if any, based on fruit and vegetable and/or
greenhouse use;
d) any relationship between property size and gross farm income as well
as net farm income;
e) any relationship between agricultural severance activity and/or
residential severance activity (Caldwell’s data) and Statistics Canada
Census data on:
i) crop yields,
ii) relative agricultural crop and livestock production,
iii) gross farm income as well as net farm income, or
iv) multi-attribute economics data.
The variables used in each of the analyses listed above are summarized in
Appendix K.
Multi-attribute data was used to compare the agricultural performance of
Essex County relative to the other Counties/Regions in southern Ontario. The
multi-attribute data analyses were completed using three methods: simple
additive weighted, concordance and cluster analysis, which are described in
more detail in Appendix K.
Most of the results of the data analyses have been summarized in graphic
form. The relationship between gross income and property size, for example,
has been summarized graphically in the form of a scatter plot. The scatterplot
shows the value for average property size relative to gross income per unit
area and gross income per farm for a given municipality or region as a single
data point. If the scatterplot shows a “splattered” number of data points,
there is effectively no relationship between the two variables being considered
in the scatterplot.
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An additional way to look at the possibility of a relationship is to calculate a
“line of best fit” and subsequently to calculate an R squared (R2) value relative
to the line of best fit. The line of best fit is a regression model which is placed
on the graph to minimize the distance from the plotted data points to the line
itself. In the case of a linear regression model, the equation for the line of
best fit takes the form y=mx + b (where “y” is the value on the y-axis, “x” is
the value on the “x” axis, “m” is the slope of the line and “b” is the “y
intercept”, where the line crosses the “y” axis).
The R2 value is a measure of how well the data fits the goodness of fit line. If
all the data points line up on the line of best fit, the R2 value is 100% or 1.0.
If none of the data points line up on the line of best fit, the R2 value is 0. A
general description of these models and mathematical relationships can be
found at the following website:
http://blog.minitab.com/blog/adventures-in-statistics/regressionanalysis-how-do-i-interpret-r-squared-and-assess-the-goodness-of-fit.
The equation associated with R2 is explained at the following website:
http://web.maths.unsw.edu.au/~adelle/Garvan/Assays/GoodnessOfFit
.html.
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5.0

Agricultural Lot Pattern & Size Analysis

The purpose of this Section is to determine and evaluate the current
agricultural lot pattern within the County of Essex and to conduct a parcel size
analysis. In this Study, the lot pattern analysis focuses on the average size
and distribution of lots in the County. The lot pattern analysis does not
consider the shape or orientation of land parcels.
5.1

General Parcel Size Analysis

Using GIS shapefiles from the County the Study undertook a parcel size
analysis of the agricultural lots. Lot sizes were generally categorized into 8
hectare (20 acres) sizes ranging from 2.02 hectares (5 acres) to greater than
48.5 hectares (120 acres).
The research by Caldwell et al. (2011) has shown a relatively high level of
agricultural consents/severance activity in Essex County. A review of the land
parcel size map supports Caldwell’s findings as strip development can be found
along roads throughout Essex County. Strip development was not included in
the measurement of agricultural land parcel size completed as part of this
report. This effectively means that lots less than 2 hectares (5 acres) in size,
as well as lots wholly contained within the Primary and Secondary Settlement
Areas identified on Schedule A2 of the County Official Plan, were excluded
from the analysis. Lot sizes below 5 acres were not evaluated as viable farm
operations. These parcels were considered residential, despite any hobby
farm practices that may currently exist. These parcels may sustain farming
practices but are not anticipated to generate sufficient farm income for the
property owner.
One of the limitations of this analysis was that lots that contained natural
heritage features outside of settlement areas were not excluded from the
analysis. Because natural heritage features do not follow property boundaries,
it would have been necessary to identify each lot in the County with a feature
and then isolate the land area outside of the feature boundary. It was decided
not to proceed on this basis for the following reasons:
1. A review of the aerial photography of the County identified that
agricultural activities exist within numerous NHS features.
2. The task of manually isolating the area that is used for agricultural
purposes would have exceeded the scope of this project and in our
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professional opinion, it would not materially change the findings of the
analysis.
The parcel size analysis resulted in the generation of a map showing the
location of the parcels by size category (refer to Appendix A). In addition, the
distribution of the parcels was charted.
Table 1a and Figures 2a and 2b illustrate the results of the analysis. Using the
County of Essex parcel fabric data, we have identified a total of 7,746 potential
agricultural parcels ranging in size from 2.02 hectares (5 acres) to greater
than 48.5 hectares (120 acres).
Table 1a: Agricultural Land Parcel Distribution By Size & Area
Parcel
Size
(Acres)
# of
Parcels
Area of
Parcels
(Acres)

5-19

20-39

40-59

60-79

80-99

100-119

120+

Total

2065

1716

2339

645

461

318

202

7746

21,129

47,119

114,633

44,863

41,824

33,005

35,792

338,364
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Figure 2a
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Distribution of Agricultural Land Parcels
By Land Parcel Category Area
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Figure 2b
Figures 2a and 2b illustrate that the 40-59 acres size category contains the
largest number of properties (30%) comprising the largest area of land (34%).
The vast majority (79%) of the total number of potential agricultural lots are
less than 60 acres in size, and they comprise 54% of the total agricultural land
area. By comparison, less than 7% of all potential agricultural lots are 100
acres or larger and they comprise 20% of the total potential agricultural land
area.
The high number of smaller farm parcels that exist could be attributed to past
lot creation practices, pre and post the 2005 Provincial Policy Statement.
Historical lot creation is discussed further under Section 6.0.

5.2 Agricultural Lot Pattern Analysis
In order to analyze the agricultural lot pattern within Essex County, we refined
the number of potential agricultural parcels using field data from the Ontario
Ministry of Agricultural Food and Rural Affair and Agriculture (OMAFRA) and
Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada (AAFC). As a refinement of the parcel base,
we excluded lots that extended into designated settlement areas in order to
more accurately isolate the agricultural lots. In addition, due to challenges
geo-referencing different data layers in the GIS analysis, we also excluded all
lots that were adjacent to settlement area boundaries. The inclusion of lots
that are partially within, or adjacent to, the settlement areas, could distort the
lot pattern analysis by providing an inaccurate typical lot size.
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The refinement of the agricultural parcel mapping reduced the total number
of potential agricultural parcels from the 7,746 identified in Section 5.1 of this
report to 6,658 parcels (Appendix B and Table 2). Table 1b lists the 1088
potential agricultural parcels removed from the analysis by size category.
Table 1b: Refined Agricultural Land Parcel Distribution By Size &
Area
Parcel Size
(Acres)
# of Parcels
(S. 5.1)
% of Parcels
(S. 5.1)
# of Parcels
(S. 5.2)
% of Parcels
(S. 5.2)
# Difference
% Difference

5-19

20-39

40-59

60-79

80-99

100-119

120+

Total

2065

1716

2339

645

461

318

202

7746

26.7%

22.2%

30.2%

8.3%

6.0%

4.1%

2.6%

100%

1515

1486

2209

571

432

274

171

6658

22.8%

22.3%

33.2%

8.6%

6.5%

4.1%

2.6%

100%

550
50.6%

230
21.1%

130
11.9%

74
6.8%

29
2.7%

44
4.0%

31
2.8%

1088
100%
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Figure 3
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Figure 3 illustrates the 40-59 acres size category continues to contain the
largest number of properties (33.2 %) based on the refined number of
agricultural parcels. In addition, similar to the general lot size analysis
contained in Section 5.1, the vast majority (78.2%) of agricultural land parcels
are less than 60 acres in size. By comparison, 6.7% of the agricultural land
parcels are 100 acres in size or greater.
Table 2 summarizes our analysis of lot sizes for each lower tier municipality
based on the refined agricultural parcel mapping.
This included the
identification of the minimum and maximum lot size and the median and
average (mean) lot sizes. Using this information, and the data from each lot,
we were able to calculate the lot size variance and determine the standard
deviation for each lower tier municipality.
Table 2
Agricultural land parcel size (acres)
Essex County Leamington
Minimum
Maximum
Median
Mean
Total number = n
Standard deviation

2.0001
188.7769
18.484
18.7201
6658
14.0274

2.0052
157.1483
11.9851
16.1595
1285
12.7192

Kingsville
2.0036
121.1124
18.2579
18.1387
1097
13.909

Essex
2.0069
188.7769
18.7434
19.0825
1171
14.8754

Amherstburg LaSalle
Tecumseh
Lakeshore
2.0001
2.0133
2.009
2.0056
186.0685
63.7253
65.5834
124.7833
18.7555
6.8353
17.0622
19.9396
19.653
10.0405
17.8743
21.2497
612
207
312
1974
16.0639
9.9706
11.4935
13.75

Figure 4 graphically illustrates the findings from Table 2, by showing the
average (mean) agricultural property size and the standard deviation by local
municipality.
What Figure 4 tells us is that the typical lot pattern in the County of Essex
ranges from a low of 4 hectares (10 acres) in LaSalle to a high of 8.6 hectares
(21.3 acres) in Lakeshore. The ‘whiskers’ in Figure 4 illustrate the typical
agricultural lot size in each of the local municipalities. For example, the typical
agricultural lot within the Town of Lakeshore is 5.56 hectares (13.75 acres)
above or below the average (mean) lot size.

County of Essex Agricultural Lot Size Study
Prepared By: The Jones Consulting Group Ltd. & AgPlan Limited

32

AVERAGE AGRICULTURAL PROPERTY SIZE (AC) SHOWING STANDARD DEVIATION AS
"WHISKERS" FOR ESSEX COUNTY AND ITS LOWER TIER MUNICIPALITIES

AVERAGE PROPERTY SIZE AND STANDARD DEVIATION IN ACRES
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Figure 4

5.3 Fruit & Vegetable Farming Lot Size & Pattern Analysis
The third element of our agricultural lot pattern and size analysis was to isolate
and map the locations of fruit and vegetable crops, excluding greenhouses
using Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada (AAFC) and Ontario Ministry of
Natural Resources (OMAFRA) data. Following this mapping exercise, the
Study undertook the same statistical analysis outlined in Section 5.2 of this
report.
The mapping results are found in Appendices C and D, and summarized in
Figures 5 and 6. The majority of agricultural land parcels having fruit and
vegetable farms are found in Kingsville, Essex and Leamington. However, as
shown in Figure 6, agricultural land parcels containing greenhouses are found
almost exclusively in Kingsville and Leamington.
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Number of Agricultural Land Parcels Having Fruit/Vegetable
Production (Excluding Greenhouses) By Municipality Based on
OMAFRA and AAFC Data and Photo Interpretation
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Figure 5

Number of Agricultural Land Parcels Having Greenhouse
Production By Municipality Based on OMAFRA and AAFC Data
and Photo Interpetation
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Figure 6
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Our statistical analysis is summarized in Tables 3 and 4. There are 412 land
parcels having greenhouses in the County, and 2,074 land parcels have fruit
and vegetable farms. The average greenhouse farm parcel size in the County
is 5 hectares (12.4 acres); whereas, the average fruit and vegetable farm
parcel size is 7.34 hectares (18.1 acres).
Tables 3 and 4
Agricultural land parcel size with fruits and/or vegetable land use (acres)
Essex County Leamington
Kingsville
Essex
Minimum
Maximum
Median
Mean
Total number = n
Standard deviation

2.0068
188.7769
13.4827
18.137
2074
18.2808

2.0159
98.1791
13.3632
16.6121
669
12.4314

2.0219
109.6678
13.0784
16.8004
505
14.6569

Agricultural land parcel size with greenhouses (acres)
Essex County Leamington
Kingsville
Minimum
Maximum
Median
Mean
Total number = n
Standard deviation

2.0159
115.8606
8.776
12.3696
412
12.251

2.0159
80.2938
7.9345
10.8515
243
9.708

2.0224
107.316
9.7279
13.4991
156
12.6552

2.0089
188.7769
4.0459
16.8268
578
20.9984

Essex
3.9992
115.8606
15.7878
27.2384
10
31.6163

Amherstburg

LaSalle

2.3872
186.0685
17.4997
27.5967
92
35.0959

Amherstburg

Tecumseh

2.6781
58.3735
7.2419
12.9131
27
12.1578

LaSalle
0
0
0
0
0
0

2.0158
36.7254
18.4078
18.57298
20
10.3261

Tecumseh
0
0
0
0
0
0

26.7573
26.7573
26.7573
26.7573
1
0

Lakeshore
2.0068
109.3029
20.8588
27.5053
183
20.7044

Lakeshore
14.1645
40.1992
27.1819
27.1819
2
13.0174

The average greenhouse size by local municipality ranges from a low of 4.4
hectares (10.9 acres) in Leamington to a high of 11 hectares (27.2 acres) in
the Town of Essex. In comparison, fruit and vegetable farm parcel size ranges
from a low of 5.2 hectares (12.91 acres) in LaSalle to a high of 11.2 hectares
(27.6 acres) in Amherstburg.
Because of the differences in gross as well as net income associated with
common field crops versus land based fruit and vegetable production and
greenhouse vegetable production, an analysis of agricultural land parcel size
was completed to ascertain if average property sizes were smaller where fruits
and vegetables or greenhouses were present.
As illustrated in Tables 2 and 3, there is very little difference between the
average parcel size for all agricultural land parcels as opposed to those
associated with fruit and vegetable land use (an average of approximately 7.6
versus 7.3 hectares (18.7 versus 18.1 acres)). Greenhouse operations have
an average land parcel size which is smaller at approximately 5 ha. (12.4
acres). Descriptive statistics for property sizes related to fruit and vegetable
land use or greenhouse use are summarized in Table 4.
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Figure 7 illustrates that the typical greenhouse farm size across the County is
smaller than both the average farm and the average fruit and vegetable farm.

AVERAGE AGRICULTURAL LAND PARCEL SIZE IN ACRES (WITH STANDARD DEVIATION SHOWN
AS "WHISKERS") DIFFERENTIATING ALL LAND PARCELS VERSUS PARCELS WITH FRUITS
AND/OR VEGETABLE LAND USE OR IN USE FOR GREENHOUSES ONLY - ESSEX COUNTY
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Figure 7
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AREA COMPARISON OF FRUITS AND VEGETABLES, GREENHOUSES USING 2011 CENSUS DATA
VERSUS AAFC AND/OR OMAFRA DATA FOR ESSEX COUNTY
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Figure 8
The property size analysis was subdivided on the basis of land use;
greenhouses, for example, depended on mapping from OMAFRA as well as
from Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada (AAFC). A data check was completed
by comparing the total area of fruits and vegetables as well as the total area
of greenhouses from the 2011 census versus the combined AAFC and OMAFRA
data. These findings are shown in Figure 8. The 2014 land use map and
OMAFRA data provides a lower area of fruits and vegetables relative to the
2011 census. This is a reasonable difference because the area of fruits and
vegetables (excluding greenhouses) being produced in Essex County has been
diminishing over time. With respect to greenhouses, the 2014 AAFC and
OMAFRA data shows a total higher area relative to the 2011 census. This
difference is also to be expected because the area of greenhouses has been
increasing over time. However, the total area of greenhouses based on land
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use maps is much smaller than that quoted by the Windsor-Essex Regional
Chamber of Commerce (2014).

5.4 Implications for the Study
The Agricultural Lot Pattern Analysis (Section 5.2) revealed that the vast
majority (78.2%) of agricultural lots in the County are less than 24 hectares
(60 acres) in size, and they comprise more than half (54%) of the total
agricultural land area.
By comparison, less than 7% of all potential
agricultural lots are 100 acres or larger and they comprise 20% of the total
potential agricultural land area.
In absolute terms, there are only 445 agricultural lots in the County that are
40 hectares (100 acres) in size or greater, compared to 5,210 lots that are
less than 24 hectares (60 acres).
If this Study were to contain no further analysis, the Agricultural Lot Pattern
Analysis component would overwhelmingly lead to the conclusion that large
agricultural lots are in relatively short supply in the County, and in accordance
with Provincial Policy and County Official Plan Policy, these larger lots should
be protected in order to “maintain flexibility for future changes in the type or
size of agricultural operations”.
This finding is supported by the fact that there is very little difference between
the average parcel size for all agricultural land parcels as opposed to those
associated with fruit and vegetable land use. The exception to this finding is
that greenhouse farms are notably smaller on average.
The statistical lot pattern analysis for all agricultural lots, as well as fruit and
vegetable and greenhouse farms, reinforced the general findings of the parcel
size analysis. Put simply, the typical farm parcel in Essex County is
significantly smaller than the OMAFRA requested minimum of 40 hectares
(100 acres). By allowing the few remaining larger lots in the County to be
fragmented, the diversity of the lot inventory would be reduced along with the
flexibility for a range of available agricultural opportunities.
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6.0

Historic Agricultural Consent Activity (2005-2014)

The purpose of this Section is to review local historical municipal consent
activity. The first subsection provides a general overview of historic lot
creation during the 1980s and 1990s, while the second subsection specifically
details the agricultural consent activity during the period 2005-2014.

6.1 Summarizing Agricultural Consent Activity 1983-2005
As part of the background research in preparing this Study, the Ministry of
Municipal Affairs and Housing, Ministry of Agriculture Food and Rural Affairs,
and the local municipal planners explained that local consent activity
throughout Essex County was higher than the Provincial average. Although
the local municipalities were not able to provide detailed consent records
dating back to the 1980s, two primary reference documents were reviewed
that provided some information about consent activity in the County.
In 1998, an urban and rural planning consulting firm (Prince, Silani &
Associates Ltd.) prepared a fact book that summarized, among other items,
residential consent activity during the 15 year period from 1983 through 1997.
Summarizing the residential lot creation tables for each local municipality
indicates that a total of 2,351, or an annual average of 157 residential
severances, were created in the ‘Rural Area’ of Essex County during this
period. Due to overlap between the Caldwell et al. research, we isolated the
seven years of residential lot creation data from 1983 – 1989. This data
indicates that a total of 955 residential lots were created in the ‘Rural Area’
which averaged 136 annually.
In 2002 and 2011 work was completed by Wayne Caldwell, et al. at the
University of Guelph that examined data for lot creation in the Province for
1990-2009. Section 4.0 of this Study contains a more fulsome description of
this work. The work by Caldwell, et al., identified that severance activity in
the agricultural designation rose steadily between 1990 and 2005, after which
severance activity slowed primarily due to changes to the Provincial Policy
Statement.
In summary, based on the work of Prince, Silani & Associates, as well as
Caldwell et al., residential lot creation in the ‘Rural Area’ or agricultural
designation averaged 136 lots per year between 1983-1989, 117 lots per year
between 1990-1996 and 124 lots per year between 1997-2005.
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6.2 Summarizing Agricultural Consent Activity 2005-2014
This subsection reviews the recorded local municipal consent activity for the
period 2005 and 2014, which follows significant reforms to Provincial policy.
The 2005 Provincial Policy Statement, and changes to the Planning Act under
Bill 51, which required Municipalities to ‘be consistent’ with Policy Statements
issued under the Act, provided significantly more protection to prime
agricultural lands and areas, including the prohibition of lot creation for retiring
farmers and most non-farm related activities.
Each of the lower-tier Municipalities were provided with a standard survey to
record historic lot creation from 2005-2014 by the type of consent such as
farm splits, farm consolidations, agricultural-related uses and surplus farm
dwellings. Table 5 summarizes historic lot creation practices for the entire
County during this period.
Table 5 illustrates that a total of 493 severances - an average of approximately
50 per year - were granted in the County during the 10 year period 20052014. Nearly half (48.7%) of the severances were associated with surplus
farm dwellings, and approximately one third (30.6%), or on average 15
severances per year, were farm splits.
The study further reviewed the historical consent activity at the local level as
shown in Table 5 and Figure 9. Every local municipality had consent activity
associated with surplus farm dwellings.
The percentage of approved
applications ranges from a low of 25% in Tecumseh, to a high as 100% in
LaSalle and Amherstburg. Farm splits by comparison range from a low of 18%
of approved applications in Tecumseh, to a high of 53% in Leamington.
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Table 5
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Figure 9: Consent Activity by Lower Tier
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6.3 Implications for the Study
The historic consent activity from 1983 to 2005 demonstrated a consistently
high annual average residential lot creation in the ‘Rural Area’ or agriculturally
designated area of the County of Essex. The average ranged from a high of
136 residential lots per year to a low of 117 lots per year.
Following the
introduction of the 2005 Provincial Policy Statement, the dominant severance
activity in the County changes to be associated with severing surplus farm
dwellings as well as severing larger farms into smaller farms. Specific to farm
splits, during the years 2005 to 2014, an average of 15 large farms are
severed into 30 smaller farms each year.
There are three implications of the historic consent analysis including:
1. Given the fact that there are only 445 farms that are greater than 40
hectares (100 acres) in size, it is important that the recommendations
of this Study consider that the continued annual creation of smaller farm
parcels will erode the larger farm parcel base in the County.
2. Although the annual average number of new lots created in the
agricultural designation has been reduced from pre-2005 Provincial
Policy Statement levels, historic and more recent consent activity
records demonstrate that there continues to be an interest in severing
new agricultural parcels.
3. The continued subdivision of land in agricultural areas that permits the
construction of new residential dwellings places added pressure on
service delivery expectations. More specifically, the County and local
municipalities may expect pressure on service partners such as police,
fire, libraries, waste and recycling, school bussing, and requests for
sanitary and water extensions. More to this point, if the County lot
creation policies were to permit agricultural lots equal in size to the
current Municipality of Leamington permissions (10 hectares/24.7
acres), then a rough estimate of 7,000-10,000 new lots could be
created. If permitted lot sizes were 20 hectares (49.4 acres) then a
rough estimate of 1,500-1,900 new lots could be created. The planning
and service delivery implications of the creation of hundreds, if not
thousands, of new agricultural lots should be considered by County
Council and its Administration.
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7.0

Existing Types of Farm Operations in the County

The purpose of this Section is to review the existing types of farming
operations in the County such as field crops, greenhouses, livestock, and fruits
and vegetables. In addition, this Section summarizes the percentage of
agricultural land devoted to each type of farming and evaluates their
importance to the economic well-being of the County.
The relative
predominance of different kinds of agricultural operations are important
because of their different gross and net incomes, which is further discussed
under Section 10.0.

7.1 Overview
Essex County produces a broad range of agricultural crops and livestock and
is the largest and most intensive greenhouse growing area in Canada (Windsor
Essex Regional Chamber of Commerce, 2014). Nevertheless, much of Essex
County is used for the production of field crops. A summary of major economic
industries and employment is included in Appendix E.
A trend within Essex County and Ontario is the increasing size in farm
operations. The farm operation includes all land owned and rented by a
census farm. Therefore, in many instances, census farms contain a number
of different land parcels of different sizes. Farm operation size in Essex County
has increased from 2001 to 2011 and the relative farm operation size and the
rate of increase/decrease varies with sub-tier municipality as summarized in
Figure 10. Tecumseh, Amherstburg and Lakeshore all have average farm
operation sizes larger than for the average for Essex County. Typical farm
operation sizes in Essex, LaSalle, Kingsville and Leamington are smaller than
the average for Essex County. The Town of Essex is the only municipality
where farm operation size has decreased in 2011 relative to 2001.
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AVERAGE CENSUS FARM OPERATION SIZE (ACRES) IN ESSEX COUNTY AND ITS LOWER TIER
MUNICIPALITIES (2001, 2006 AND 2011)
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Figure 10
Average farm operation size in Essex County varies from approximately 70
hectares to 124 hectares (172 to 306 acres) in 2011 (Figure 10). In contrast,
average agricultural property/lot size ranges between a high of 8.6 hectares
(21 acres) in Lakeshore to a low of 4 hectares (10 acres) in LaSalle as
summarized in Table 2. Average farm operation size can also be put in context
relative to southern Ontario and to Canada as summarized for the census year
2011 in Figure 11. Essex County’s average farm operation size is relatively
lower than most Regions/Counties in southern Ontario, and all of those regions
and counties have much lower farm operation sizes in the context of Canada.
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AVERAGE FARM OPERATION SIZE IN THE CENSUS YEAR 2011 FOR THE REGIONS/COUNTIES IN
SOUTHERN ONTARIO ( WITH CONTEXT AT THE CANADA AND ONTARIO SCALES)
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Figure 11
There are several different types of farming operations in the County of Essex.
The most significant farming by area is related to cash cropping, followed by
the growing of fruits and vegetables.
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Figure 12
Figure 12 illustrates that the predominant farm operation size in Essex County
in the 10-69 acre size category and that Essex County is more heavily
weighted in this category than the Southern Ontario Region or Ontario.
Figure 13 illustrates that the Town of LaSalle and Municipality of Leamington
are the most heavily weighted in the size category 10-69 acres across the
County of Essex.
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Figure 13
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PROPORTION OF ESSEX COUNTY CENSUS FARM LAND AREA IN DIFFERENT GENERAL CROP
CATEGORIES 2011 CENSUS
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Other
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Figure 14
As illustrated in Figure 14, 94% of the Census farm area in Essex County is in
crops, excluding Christmas Trees, with fruits and vegetables at 4%, with
summer fallow and pasture at 2%, with the 1% balance of farms being
unclassified.

7.2 Common Field Crops
“Common field crops” is a phrase used in the Canada Land Inventory Soil
Capability Classification for Agriculture (1965). However, the Soil Capability
Classification does not define the meaning of common field crops. A definition
is provided by OMAFRA in Classifying Prime and Marginal Agricultural Soils and
Landscapes: Guidelines for Application of the Canada Land Inventory in
Ontario which states that common field crops in Ontario include corn,
soybeans, small grains, and perennial forages. This system does not classify
land for horticultural or other specialty type crops.
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On the other hand, the Canada Census of Agriculture includes a broader crosssection of crops as “field crops”. Within the census, field crops include: wheat,
oats, barley, corn, rye, canola (rapeseed), soybeans, flaxseed, dry field peas,
chickpeas, lentils, dry white beans and other dry beans, alfalfa and alfalfa
mixtures, forage seed for seed, potatoes, mustard seed, sunflowers, canary
seed, ginseng, buckwheat, sugar beets, caraway seed, and triticale.
The principal type of field crop farming in Essex County is soybeans followed
by wheat and corn. These types of operations require larger tracts of land in
comparison to fruit and vegetable operations.
The majority of the area of field crops in the County is devoted to soybeans
(52%). Wheat and corn are produced in 23% and 18% of the field crop area
respectively, as summarized in Figure 15.
AREA OF DIFFERENT FIELD CROPS AS A PROPORTION OF TOTAL LAND AREA IN CROPS
(EXCLUDING CHRISTMAS TREES) IN ESSEX COUNTY 2011 CENSUS
1%
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Figure 15

7.3 Livestock
Livestock farming is less prevalent in Essex County. Larger farm parcels are
preferred for livestock production because specific acreage for each livestock
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unit is required for pasture (excluding feedlots) in addition to field crop
production for livestock feed. With the requirements associated with Minimum
Distance Separation, significant distances between farm and non-farm land
uses need to be maintained.
Recent OMAFRA data on livestock production in Essex County show a general
decline in that production. Essex County livestock production as a proportion
of Ontario’s livestock production is also diminishing based on recent data from
OMAFRA. The OMAFRA data does not include all livestock categories such as
those gathered for the Canadian Agricultural Census.
As a result, census information from 1981 to 2011 (Figures 16 and 17)
indicates:
•

diminishing production of cattle, hens and chickens as well as pigs;

•

relatively constant production of horses and ponies, as well as goats;

•

increased production of sheep and lambs; and

•

difficulty in predicting production changes in mink, turkeys and rabbits
due to data suppression or because data was not collected.

As well, the number of census farms reporting livestock in different categories
tends to be decreasing from 1981 to 2011, as summarized in Figure 18. The
greatest decline in farms reporting occurs for total cattle and calves as well as
total hens and chickens.
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TOTAL NUMBER OF ANIMALS OF VARIOUS KINDS (GROUP 1) REPORTED BY CENSUS FARMS
IN ESSEX COUNTY FOR THE CENSUS YEARS 1981 - 2011
500,000
450,000
400,000

NUMBER OF ANIMALS

350,000
300,000
Total pigs

250,000

Total hens and chickens
Turkeys

200,000

Mink

150,000
100,000
50,000
0

1981

1986

1991

1996
CENSUS YEAR

2001

2006

2011

Figure 16
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TOTAL NUMBER OF ANIMALS OF VARIOUS KINDS (GROUP 2) REPORTED BY CENSUS FARMS
IN ESSEX COUNTY FOR THE CENSUS YEARS 1981 - 2011
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Figure 17
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TOTAL NUMBER OF CENSUS FARMS REPORTING VARIOUS KINDS OF LIVESTOCK IN ESSEX
COUNTY FOR THE CENSUS YEARS 1981 - 2011
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Figure 18
In order to calculate total manure production in different areas, for example,
the total number of nutrient units found in different parts of Essex County, the
number of different livestock in all livestock categories in the 2011 Census
data were converted to nutrient units in accordance with OMAFRA Minimum
Distance Separation Guidelines (2006). Those nutrient units were further
modified on the basis of the odour factor used in the MDS calculations so as
to reflect the fact that some manure odours are more objectionable than
others. The total nutrient units modified by odour factor were then calculated
on the basis of per unit area of census farms found within each municipality.
This nutrient per unit area information demonstrates that there are differences
in the number of nutrient units from one lower tier municipality to another,
with Leamington and Tecumseh having the highest number and Amherstburg
and LaSalle having the lowest number. The 2011 census data summarized in
Figure 19 also shows that manure production per unit area of census farms is
much lower in Essex County than in Ontario. Figure 20 demonstrates that
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total nutrient units, modified by odour potential, have been decreasing in
Essex County from 1981 to 2011.
In summary, livestock production is diminishing within Essex County at a rate
faster than that for the Province of Ontario. Regardless, the total number of
nutrient units producing odour varies from municipality to municipality within
Essex County. This difference may be relatively insignificant given that there
are fewer livestock being produced on fewer farms.
TOTAL NUTRIENT UNITS (MODIFIED BY THE ODOUR POTENTIAL FACTOR) PER ACRE OF
CENSUS FARMS FOR MUNICIPALITIES IN ESSEX COUNTY RELATIVE TO ESSEX COUNTY AND
ONTARIO (BASED ON LIVESTOCK NUMBERS REPORTED IN THE 2011 CENSUS)
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TOTAL NUTRIENT UNITS (MODIFIED BY THE ODOUR POTENTIAL FACTOR) PER ACRE
OF CENSUS FARMS IN ESSEX COUNTY (BASED ON LIVESTOCK NUMBERS REPORTED IN THE
1981 - 2011 CENSUSES)
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Figure 20

7.4 Fruits, Vegetables and Greenhouses
As previously stated, Essex County has one of the largest greenhouse areas
in Canada. The land in Essex utilized for soil based vegetable production is
greater than that for fruit production.
The relative land area in fruit and vegetable production has been decreasing
since 1981 (Figure 21). The land area in soil-based vegetable production is
greater than that for fruit production; however, the soil-based vegetable
production is diminishing in area much more rapidly than that for fruit
production. This decline in soil-based vegetable production has been replaced
by a relatively large increase in the greenhouse-based production of crops
such as tomatoes, peppers and cucumbers. The kinds of fruit being produced
in Essex County are also changing as the relative proportion of land in fruit
production for grapes has been increasing since 1981 (Figure 22).
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TOTAL AREA OF FRUIT AND VEGETABLE PRODUCTION ESSEX COUNTY
(CENSUS YEARS 1981 - 2011)
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AREA IN GRAPE PRODUCTION COMPARED TO TOTAL AREA IN FRUIT, BERRY AND NUT
PRODUCTION ESSEX COUNTY (CENSUS YEARS 1981 - 2011)
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Figure 22
As evidenced by the figure above, the total area in grape production has been
increasing since 1981 and the total area of fruits, berries and nuts has been
steadily decreasing since 1981. Figures 23 and 24 illustrate that there are
differences at the sub-tier municipality scale.
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TOTAL AREA OF FRUIT AND NUTS, VEGETABLES AND GREENHOUSES AS A
PROPORTION OF TOTAL CENSUS FARM AREA

TOTAL AREA OF FRUIT AND NUTS, VEGETABLES AND GREENHOUSES AS A PROPORTION OF
TOTAL CENSUS FARM AREA (SOME VALUES IMPUTED) ESSEX COUNTY 2001, 2006, 2011
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NUMBER OF FARMS REPORTING FRUITS, NUTS AND/OR VEGETABLES AS A
PROPORTION OF TOTAL CENSUS FARM NUMBER

NUMBER OF FARMS REPORTING FRUITS, NUTS AND/OR VEGETABLES AS A PROPORTION OF
TOTAL CENSUS FARM NUMBER ESSEX COUNTY 2001, 2006, 2011
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7.5 Implications for the Study
The steady decline in livestock production in Essex County is anticipated to
continue as common field crops remain prevalent. Common field crops require
larger areas of production which supports larger lot sizes.
Livestock farms also require larger areas but the fact that they are in decline
means that there is less implication to the appropriate agricultural lot size.
Fruits and vegetable farms are typically smaller than common field crop farms.
However, in the case of Essex County, fruit and vegetable land parcels are
generally the same size as common field crop land parcels. Grape production
has some unique characteristics. Vineyards and wine production are often
associated with small to larger scale social activities such as dining and leisure.
As a result, property size is less of a concern than is the opportunity to
integrate grape and wine production with an on-site restaurant and
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accommodation. Vineyards need to have relatively broad definitions for
agriculture-related uses and on-farm diversified uses at scales appropriate to
demand and to economic return.
Greenhouses do show a smaller average land parcel size, and therefore, can
be accommodated on smaller land parcels.

8.0

Soil Classification/Productivity & Climate

The purpose of this Section is to review the existing soil types/classifications
within the County, the percentage of agricultural land occupied by each soil
type, and the potential impact on the minimum agricultural lot size necessary
for the various types of agricultural uses that may utilize these areas. Lastly,
this Section summarizes the climatic influences on agriculture.

8.1 Definitions
The following terms are used in this section:
•

•

Soil Capability Class:
This term is most often used in rating
agricultural soils and is defined as part of the Canada Land Inventory
Soil Capability Classification for Agriculture - Soil Capability for Common
Field Crops. This term is an interpretive classification of the soils maps
produced within Canada where soils are identified by texture, drainage
class, layers (diagnostic horizons), etc., following the Canadian System
of
Soil
Classification
(1978,
third
edition
1989
http://sis.agr.gc.ca/cansis/publications/manuals/1998-cssc-ed3/
cssc3_manual.pdf ).
The
soil
capability rating is a seven class
system consisting of a class number (1 (best) – 7 (poorest)) and a
subclass limitation such as stoniness, slope or erosion (represented by
an alphabetic code P, T, E, etc.). The best soils with no limitations for
production of common field crops are ranked as class 1 and soils
unsuitable for agriculture are rated as class 7.
This information
concerning capability classes and subclass limitations is provided as
part of the relational database included with the soil mapping
digitized by OMAFRA and provided by MNR.
Soil Productivity Index: The original soil capability classification
classes 1 through 7 have been converted from an ordinal to a ratio scale
on the basis of crop yields. For common field crops such as grain corn,
oats and barley, a relationship was measured to demonstrate that if
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class 1 land was assigned the soil productivity index value 1.00, then
class 2 would be 0.80 and class 3 would be 0.64 etc. The use of the
ratio scale allows for a mathematically acceptable measurement of
mean value. Therefore, a given study area can have a single average
value of a soil productivity index. When comparing different site
alternatives, the use of the soil productivity index allows comparison of
the alternatives using a single value. The use of the soil productivity
index also provides a way to deal with soil complexes - where a soil
complex is represented by a single polygon (in the past this was called
a map unit) where there are two or more soil series/types present and
mapped and where there is some likelihood of a combination of soil
capability classes such as 60% class 1 and 40% class 2T, for example.
•

Agricultural Performance - Agricultural performance is a single
relative comparative measure that combines many agricultural
characteristics of a given area in comparison to another given area (for
example, one Region or County relative to another Region or County).
The scoring, ranking or relative difference is quantitative. Agricultural
performance includes economic, socio-cultural and physical variables
and is described in more detail in Appendix K.

8.2 Existing Soil Types
Essex County was originally a heavily treed area. However, as settlement
occurred following the war of 1812, these trees were removed to gain access
to the fertile farm land below.
Essex County has relatively high soil capability for the production of field crops
with an average soil productivity index which is equivalent to soil capability
class 2. Most of Essex County has been identified as prime agricultural land
(Figure 25).
While there are some differences in the average soil
capability/productivity index of the lower tier municipalities within Essex
County (Figure 26), the range of difference is only 5% and all municipalities
would be classed, on average, as being equivalent to soil capability class 2.
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AVERAGE SOIL PRODUCTIVITY INDEX COMPARISON FOR THE LOWER TIER MUNICIPALITIES IN
ESSEX COUNTY
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Figure 25
Figure 26 shows the soil polygons where soil complexes are present based on
the Canada Land Inventory soil capability mapping. Figure 27 contains the
same map, but generalized to only show the soil capability class.
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Essex County
Soil Capability

Figure 26
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Essex County
Soil Capability

Figure 27
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8.3 Climate
The climate of Essex County is the warmest in Ontario as can be seen in Figure
28, and this relative warmth drives plant growth. The relatively high warmth
also reduces energy costs associated with greenhouse production and explains
why greenhouses are prevalent within Essex County in the context of Ontario
and of Canada.

Figure 28

8.4 Implications on Minimum Agricultural Lot Size
Soil capability classes have been linked to various productivity indices for
common field crops, forage crops, farm assessment and economics. The
indices for field crops and forage crops provide an indication of yield variation
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with soil capability class as summarized by Hoffman (1973) and reproduced
here as Figure 29.
PRODUCTIVITY INDICES RELATIVE TO SOIL CAPABILITY CLASSES
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Figure 29
Given that there are significant differences in common field crop yield
associated with soil capability class and that crop yield diminishes as soil
capability class becomes poorer, it is reasonable to suggest that agricultural
property sizes need to be larger in areas where there are relatively poorer
soils so as to allow for acceptable levels of gross and net income associated
with a minimum lot parcel size. Average lot parcel size was therefore
measured within the different soil capability classes found within Essex
County. The data was subsequently grouped on the basis of sub-tier
municipality. More specific information on the methods used is described in
Appendix J.
The results of the analysis at the municipal level are summarized in Figure 30
which examines the relationship between average soil productivity and
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average agricultural lot/parcel size. The scatterplot in Figure 30 demonstrates
that there is no relationship between average soil productivity and average
agricultural lot size. An acceptable relationship would yield a line of best fit
with an R2 value of greater than 0.8.
AVERAGE AGRICULTURAL LOT PARCEL SIZE RELATIVE TO THE AVERAGE SOIL PRODUCTIVITY
INDEX FOR THE MUNICIPALITIES OF ESSEX COUNTY
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Figure 30
The good soils and climate of Essex County provide the opportunity for
flexibility because a range of crops can be grown and because yields are likely
to be relatively higher. This information could be used as a rationale for
allowing smaller farm property sizes within the County.
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9.0

Existing Lower Tier Policies and Provisions

The purpose of this Section is to review and analyze the existing lower-tier
Official Plan policies regarding lot creation in the agricultural designation,
including the identification of their differences and a determination of their
conformity to the 2014 Provincial Policy Statement.

9.1 Policy Overview
Table 6 contains a summary of the lower tier Official Plan minimum agricultural
lot sizes.
Table 6: Lower Tier Official Plan Minimum Agricultural Lot Size
Municipality

Minimum Lot Area

Minimum Lot
Area for
Greenhouses

ALSS Section

Amherstburg
40 ha. (98.8 ac.)
n/a
9.1.1
Essex
40 ha. (98.8 ac.)1
n/a
9.1.2
2
3
Kingsville
40 ha. (98.8 ac.)
2 ha. (4.9 ac.)
9.1.3
3
LaSalle
20 ha. (49.4 ac.)
2 ha. (4.9 ac.)
9.1.4
3
Tecumseh
20 ha. (46.9 ac.)
2 ha. (4.9 ac.)
9.1.5
Lakeshore
19 ha. (46.9 ac.)
2 ha. (4.9 ac.)
9.1.6
4
Leamington
10 ha. (24.7 ac.)
2 ha. (4.9 ac.)
9.1.7
Notes:
1. ”Generally discourage” but does not prohibit smaller parcels.
2. Permits 20 ha. for farm consolidations.
3. Provided 0.4 ha. of greenhouse currently exists on the subject lands.
4. Provided 0.5 ha. of greenhouse currently exists on the subject lands.
Only two lower-tier municipalities have established a minimum farm parcel
size that is consistent with OMAFRA’s requested 40 hectare minimum.
9.1.1

Town of Amherstburg

Section 3.2.2 of the Town of Amherstburg Official Plan contains the
agricultural consent policies.
The intent of these policies is generally
consistent with the 2014 PPS; however, some revisions are required to reflect
Policy 2.3.4 of the PPS.
The lot creation policies as found in Section 3.2.2 are provided below:
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(10) Consents for the division of lands in the Agricultural designation shall be
discouraged. Consents will not be allowed which have the effect of
creating lots that are not primarily related to agriculture as specified by
this Plan;
(11) The minimum lot size within the ‘Agricultural’ Designation for newly
created lots shall be 40 hectares for both the severed and retained
parcels. Specialty farm operations and greenhouse operations may be
established on existing smaller lots. Lot size requirements of the
Agricultural designation may also include lands designated as Wetland
or Natural Environment;
(12) Minimum lot size within the Agricultural designation for non-farm
permitted uses identified in this section shall be restricted to the
minimum size required for the active aspect of the operation with as
little acreage as possible taken out of productive agricultural land;
(13) Consents may be permitted to correct lot boundaries or to add land to
an adjacent property for the purposes of consolidating farm
parcels/operations. The granting of such a consent shall not be
permitted if it results in the creation of an undersized remnant lot other
than for an existing dwelling unit with the remaining parcel such that no
new building lots have been created.
(14) Where a habitable farm house existing as of January 1, 1978 is rendered
surplus as a result of farm consolidation (the acquisition of additional
farm parcels to be operated as one farm operation), a consent may be
considered to sever the surplus dwelling from the farm unit, provided
that, in addition to the general consent policies of this Plan, all of the
following conditions are met:
a. the lot severed for the surplus dwelling is large enough to
accommodate the use and on-site servicing (i.e. subsurface
sewage disposal and well) while ensuring that as little acreage as
possible is taken out of productive agricultural land and shall
generally be less than one (1) hectare in size;
b. the Minimum Distance Separation Formulae can be met with the
formulae applied as if the property severed for the surplus farm
dwelling was zoned or designated as a residential lot; and
As a condition of the consent, the remnant parcel shall be rezoned under
the Comprehensive Zoning By-law to ensure that no new dwelling units
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shall be permitted on it and a condition stating that ‘no additional
dwelling units shall be permitted on the remnant parcel’ shall be
registered on title. (Modification #27)
(15) The creation of new lots in the Agricultural area shall only be allowed in
accordance with the policies of this Section (3.2) and with the land
division policies contained in Section 6.1 of this Plan.
9.1.2

Town of Essex

Section 5.4 of the Town of Essex Official Plan contains the agricultural consent
policies. The intent of these policies is generally consistent with the 2014 PPS;
however, some revisions are required to reflect Policy 2.3.4 of the PPS.
The lot creation policies as found in 5.4 are provided below:
Division of Farm Lots
Generally the Town discourages the subdivision of viable farm lots in order to
maintain a strong agricultural economy in the region and to limit consents for
non-agricultural purposes. For that reason, the Committee of Adjustment
must be satisfied that there is a demonstrated need for such consent. The
division of farm lots to create lots of less than 40 hectares will be discouraged
within the Agricultural designation, unless it can be demonstrated that the
division will not result in loss of farm viability and operating efficiency. In
accordance with the provisions of the Provincial Policy Statement, one lot
creating consent will be permitted for each farm parcel in the following
situation:
a) Surplus Dwellings
Where a lot has been acquired for consolidation with an abutting farm and
there is a dwelling on the acquired lot, a consent may be granted to permit a
farmer to sever the dwelling and a surrounding portion of the acquired lot, if
the dwelling is considered to be surplus to the needs of the farm operation,
and:
i) if not already proscribed by the Zoning By-law, as a condition of the
consent, the retained farm parcel will be rezoned to preclude a
residential dwelling from being constructed upon it;
ii) the size of the surplus dwelling lot will not be greater than 0.8 hectares;
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iii) the lot to be created shall have provision for sewage disposal, a potable
water supply and storm water management systems in a manner
satisfactory to the Town and other statutory approval authority having
jurisdiction;
iv) the severed dwelling lot will satisfy the Minimum Distance Separation 1
(MDS 1) provisions of this Plan;
v) the severed dwelling lot has frontage on a public road;
vi) the surplus dwelling is in habitable condition, as determined by the Town
or certified by a qualified building inspector.
b) In accordance with the Provincial Policy Statement, the granting of consent
to separate two existing dwellings on two separate lots is not permitted
within the Agricultural designation.
c) In accordance with the Provincial Policy Statement, the creation of infill or
retirement lots is not permitted within the Agricultural designation.
9.1.3

Town of Kingsville

Section 7.3.1 of the Town of Kingsville Official Plan contains the agricultural
consent policies. The intent of these policies is generally consistent with the
2014 PPS; however, some revisions are required to reflect Policy 2.3.4 of the
PPS.
The lot creation policies as found in 7.3.1 are provided below:
Division of Farm Lots
A consent may be granted to permit a farm lot to be divided into two farm lots
provided each lot, both retained and conveyed, meets the following
requirements:
a) each lot is of a size that is appropriate for the type of agricultural use that
is common in the area;
b) each lot is sufficiently large to maintain flexibility for future changes in the
type and size of the agricultural operation;
c) each lot shall have a minimum lot area of 40 hectares;
d) each lot shall comply with the Minimum Distance Separation requirements;
e) notwithstanding item c) above, in the case of a specialty crop operation as
established by the Provincial evaluation procedures, a smaller parcel size
may be permitted as long as it is no smaller than 16 hectares or in the case
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of an existing greenhouse operation where a minimum or 0.4 hectares
(4000 m2) of greenhouses exist on the lot, the minimum lot area shall be
2 hectares;
f) when a consent application is submitted to sever a parcel for greenhouse
purposes and no greenhouses exist on site at the time of the application,
such an application may be granted. A building permit for a residential use,
however, will not be issued until such time as at least 0.4 hectares (4000
m2) of greenhouses are constructed on the lot.
Surplus Dwellings
A consent may be granted to sever a dwelling that is considered surplus to
the needs of the farm operation as a result of the consolidation of an additional
farm lot provided that:
a) the consolidated farm parcel has a minimum lot area of 20 hectares or 2
hectares if it is a greenhouse operation with a minimum of 0.4 hectares
(4000 m2) greenhouses existing on the lot;
b) the creation of the surplus dwelling lot shall comply with the Minimum
Distance Separation requirements;
c) the size of the surplus dwelling lot is in compliance with the municipal
Zoning By-law and is not greater than 0.8 hectares (8000 m2);
d) barns that are in close proximity to surplus dwellings are encouraged,
where feasible and warranted in terms of future farm operations and
options, to be demolished or removed or remain with the farmland;
e) each lot shall be sized such that it can adequately accommodate and
receive statutory approval (as applicable) from the applicable Approval
Authority for its own individual and independent private on-site sanitary
sewage disposal system and/or potable water supply system without
causing well water interference;
f) the surplus residential dwelling must have been in existence prior to the
date of the adoption of this plan;
g) the approval of any consent to permit the severance of a surplus dwelling
shall be conditional upon rezoning the vacant remnant parcel of farmland
resulting from the severance to prohibit new residential dwellings; and
h) a consent may be granted to sever an existing second dwelling on a farm
as a result of the consolidation of an abutting farm lot if the dwelling is
considered to be surplus to the needs of the farm operation and the
consolidation of the farm lots occurred no more than one year’s time prior
to the application to sever the surplus dwelling. The onus is on the applicant
to provide confirmation of the date of the consolidation.
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Lot Additions
Lot additions for lands with the agricultural area may be permitted for legal or
technical reasons provided that:
a) both parcels comply with the provisions of the Zoning By-law;
b) the consent is granted to Section 50(3) or (5) of the Planning Act, R.S.O.
1990
c) a minor boundary adjustment does not result in the creation of a new lot
not otherwise permitted.
9.1.4

Town of LaSalle

Section 5.2 of the Town of LaSalle Official Plan contains the Agricultural land
division policies. These policies require revisions to be consistent with Policy
2.3.4 of the PPS. The most notable is the lack of justification that the
minimum agricultural lot sizes are appropriate and sufficiently large to
maintain flexibility for future changes. The Town is currently undertaking an
Official Plan Review.
The lot creation policies as found in 5.2 are provided below:
On those lands designated “Agricultural”, consent may only be permitted if
they are in accordance with the following additional land division policies:
a) Individual lot severances for agricultural purposes which could result in,
or lead to, the creation of less valuable or non-viable farm units should
be discouraged. No more than one consent shall be allowed on any farm
lot as it exists on April 11, 1989, regardless of changes in property
ownership, and shall only be permitted for one of the following reasons:
1. Division of Farm Lots
A consent may be granted to permit a farm lot to be divided into two
farm lots provided:
i) Each lot (both the severed and retained parcel) has a minimum
lot area of 20 hectares except in the case of a greenhouse
operation where a minimum of 4000 square metres of greenhouse
exists on the lot, the minimum lot area shall be 2 hectares. When
a consent is submitted to sever a 2 hectare parcel for greenhouse
purposes and no greenhouse exists on the site at the time of
application, such an application may be granted however a
building permit for a residential building will not be issued until
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such time as at least 4000 square metres of greenhouses are
constructed on the lot;
ii) The land to be conveyed is transferred to someone other than the
applicant, the applicant’s spouse, or a corporation of a partnership
of which the applicant is the principal owner.
2.

Surplus Dwelling
A consent may be granted to sever a dwelling unit that is considered
surplus to the needs of the farming operation as a result of the
acquisition of additional farm property provided:
i) each farm property has been owned and actively farmed by the
applicant for a minimum period of 5 years prior to the date of the
application (the other farm does not need to be located in the
Town of LaSalle, but the onus is on the applicant to provide
confirmation of ownership status);
ii) each farm property must have a minimum lot area of 20 hectares,
or 2 hectares if it contains a greenhouse operation with a
minimum of 4000 square meters of greenhouse existing on the
lot;
iii) notwithstanding paragraphs (i) and (ii) above, a consent for a
surplus dwelling may be granted if each or either farm property
has a lot area of less than 20 hectares or 2 hectares, as required
above, or if the applicant has owned each or either parcel for less
than 5 years, if the subject property abuts land owned by the
applicant and the two farm parcels will be joined to form one
consolidated farm parcel;
iv) the size of surplus dwelling lot is in compliance with the town’s
zoning by-law and is not greater than 0.5 hectares in area, except
where natural or man-made features dictate otherwise;
v) the land to be conveyed is transferred to someone other than the
applicant, the applicant’s spouse, a partnership, or a corporation
of which the applicant is a principle owner;
vi) the requirements of the Minimum Distance Separation (MDS) I
shall be applied to the severing of a surplus house.

3. Retirement Dwelling
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A consent may be granted to permit an owner of a farm lot, who has
owned the farm lot for a minimum period of 10 years, to convey the
farmland portion and retain for his personal use an existing dwelling or
lot provided:
i) the applicant is at least 55 years in age and is retiring from farming;
ii) the applicant has not already received a retirement lot within the
Town of LaSalle or any other municipality;
iii) the lot area of the farmland to be severed is a minimum of 20
hectares, or 2 hectares if it contains a greenhouse operation with a
minimum of 4000 square meters of greenhouse existing on the lot;
iv) notwithstanding (iii) above, a consent may also be permitted if the
farmland to be severed is less than 20 hectares or 2 hectares in area,
as required above, if the farmland is being conveyed to the owner of
abutting lands and the two parcels would be joined to form one
consolidated parcel;
v) the residential lot to be retained is in compliance with the town’s
zoning by-law and is not greater than 0.5 hectares in area, except
where natural or man-made features dictate otherwise;
vi) the land to be conveyed is transferred to someone other than the
applicant, the applicants spouse, a partnership, or a corporation of
which the applicant is a principal owner;
vii) the requirements of the Minimum Distance Separation (MDS) I
shall be applied to the severing of a retirement dwelling. However, if
the existing barns that are in proximity to the retirement dwelling
cannot meet the requirements of the Minimum Distance Separation
(MDS) I, it may be warranted in terms of future farm operations and
options to demolish or remove the barns;
viii) notwithstanding any other policies of this Plan to the contrary,
where a retirement dwelling consent is granted in accordance with
the above policies, a condition of the decision may be that the
applicant may provide a reference plan for the lands to be retained
(the retirement lot) to the Secretary-Treasurer of the Committee of
Adjustment instead of providing a reference plan for the lands to be
conveyed (the larger farm parcel). This exception to the normal
operating procedure is being allowed to save the applicant the
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expense of having the larger parcel surveyed. The deed, however,
will have to be worded accordingly;
ix) notwithstanding the minimum 10 year ownership requirement above,
a retirement dwelling may also be granted to an applicant who has
not had actual ownership of the subject property for the required 10
years provided:
•

The applicant has been actively engaged in farming the subject
property as his principal occupation for a minimum period of 10
years;

•

The land has been farmed or owned by the applicant’s parents or
spouse, or a corporation of which the applicant’s parents or spouse
are principal shareholders for a minimum period of 10 years;

•

All of the other requirements of this subsection entitled Retirement
Dwelling are complied with residential building lot in the
Agriculturally designated areas of the town;

b) With the exception of the residential lots that could result from
subsection 4.2 a) no consent shall be granted that has the effect of
creating any additional residential building lot in the agriculturally
designated areas of the Town.
c) Consents may also be granted to allow the establishment of other
permitted uses as set out in subsection 3.2 of this Plan;
d) Notwithstanding any other policies of this Plan to the contrary, the
consent granting authority may consider the granting of a consent to
separate existing residential buildings located on a lot in the Agricultural
area of the town provided:
i) the consent will not result in the creation of a new building lot. For
the purpose of this paragraph a new building lot is defined as a legally
conveyable lot without an existing residence;
ii) the lot that is the subject of the consent application must have two
or more residences situated thereon, both of which existed prior to
April 11, 1989;
iii) the lot to be severed and the lot to be retained shall both:
•

Have frontage on a publicly-owned and maintained road;
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•

Have a separate on-site sewage disposal system that meets the
local health unit’s minimum standards;

•

Have an adequate water supply to the satisfaction of the
municipality;

•

Comply with the requirements of
Separation (MDS) I, and;

•

Comply with the applicable
implementing zoning bylaw

9.1.5

the

Minimum

Distance

requirements contained in the

Town of Tecumseh

The Town of Tecumseh is currently governed by three (3) Official Plans. Two
of these apply directly to areas defined as Urban (Town of Tecumseh and
Village of St. Clair Beach), while the third (Township of Sandwich South)
governs the Agricultural component of the Municipality. The agricultural land
division policies found in Section 4.2 of the Sandwich South Official Plan mirror
the policies contained in the Town of LaSalle Official Plan, except that the
minimum agricultural lot size is 19 hectares, rather than 20 hectares. These
policies require revisions to be consistent with Policy 2.3.4 of the PPS.
9.1.6

Town of Lakeshore

Section 6.2.3 of the Town of Lakeshore Official Plan contains the Agricultural
Lot Creation & Lot Adjustment Policies. The intent of these policies is generally
consistent with the 2014 PPS; however, some revisions are required to reflect
Policy 2.3.4 of the PPS. The most notable is the lack of justification that the
minimum agricultural lot sizes are appropriate and sufficiently large to
maintain flexibility for future changes.
The lot creation policies as found in 6.2.3 are provided below:
a)

To divide a lot subject to the following conditions:
i) The minimum area of both the severed and retained lots will be
approximately 20 hectares. Smaller severed lot sizes will only be
considered by amendment to the Zoning By-law where:
•

It can be demonstrated that the subject parcel can be a viable
economic enterprise;
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•

The size of the parcel to be severed and the parcel to be retained
is appropriate for the type of agricultural purposes for each parcel;

•

The size of the parcel to be severed and the parcel to be retained
is appropriate for the type of agriculture for the area in which the
parcels are located; and

•

The size of the parcel to be severed and the size of the parcel to
be retained is sufficiently large to maintain flexibility for future
changes in the type of size of agricultural operations.

ii) when either the proposed severed or retained lot does not contain an
existing dwelling, and the subject lot is within 1,000 metres of an
existing livestock facility, the consent must be implemented by a
Zoning By-law amendment requiring any new dwelling construction
to meet the Minimum Distance Separation I Formula, including the
Minimum Distance Separation Guidelines.
b)

Where a previous or current farm acquisition has rendered a habitable
farm dwelling surplus to the needs of a farm operation, subject to the
following conditions:
i) the remnant farm parcel will be zoned so as to prohibit the
construction of any additional dwellings;
ii) the non-farm parcel will be zoned to recognize the non-farm
residential use and will not accommodate a livestock operation;
iii) any livestock facilities to remain on the retained parcel will not be
made unsuitable for further livestock operations if the Minimum
Distance Separation I provisions cannot be met; and
iv) the implementing Zoning By-law will not impose a setback on nearby
expanding livestock operations greater than that required by the
application of Minimum Distance Separation II Formula including the
Minimum Distance Separation Guidelines.

c)

For agricultural-related uses, which means those farm-related
commercial and farm related industrial uses that are small scale, directly
related to the farm operation and required in close proximity to the farm
operation, where the lot created will be limited to a minimum size
needed to accommodate the use and appropriate sewage and water
services.
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d)

For the enlargement of an existing lot subject to the following
conditions:
i) the viability of the retained lot as a farm parcel is not threatened;
ii) need must be demonstrated where the proposed enlargement is for
a nonfarm use; and
iii) the proposed severance must merge with the lot being enlarged in
accordance with Sections 50(3) and (5) of the Planning Act.

e)

9.1.7

For minor boundary adjustments or corrections and easements, and in
accordance with Sections 50(3) and (5) of the Planning Act, which do
not result in the creation of a new lot.
Municipality of Leamington

Section 5.4.1 of the Municipality of Leamington Official Plan contains the
agricultural consent policies. The intent of these policies is generally consistent
with the 2014 PPS; however, some revisions are required to reflect Policy
2.3.4 of the PPS.
The most notable is the lack of justification that the
minimum agricultural lot sizes are appropriate and sufficiently large to
maintain flexibility for future changes.
The lot creation policies as found in 5.4.1 are provided below:
5.4.1 Division of Farm Lots
Consent may be granted to permit a farm lot to be subdivided into two
farm lots provided each lot, both retained and conveyed, meets the
following requirements:
a) each lot is of a size that is appropriate for the type of agricultural
use that is common in the area;
b) each lot is sufficiently large to maintain flexibility for future
changes in the type and size of the agricultural operation;
c) each lot shall have a minimum lot area of 10 ha (24.70 ac);
d) notwithstanding item c) above, in the case of an existing
greenhouse operation where a minimum 0.5 ha (1.23 ac) of
greenhouses exist on the lot, the minimum lot area shall be 2 ha
(4.94 ac);
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5.4.2 Creation of Surplus Dwellings
Consent may be granted to sever an existing residential dwelling from
a farm that is considered surplus to the needs of the farm operation as
a result of a farm consolidation provided that:
a) the farm lot being acquired has a minimum lot area of 10 ha
(24.70 ac) or 2 ha (4.94 ac) if it is a greenhouse operation with a
minimum of 0.5 ha (1.23 ac) of greenhouses existing on the lot;
b) notwithstanding a) above, a consent for a surplus dwelling may
be granted if the farm lot being acquired is less than the minimum
area stipulated if it abuts land owned by the applicant and the two
parcels will be joined to form one parcel by granting the consent
conditional to Section 50(3) of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990;
c) the owner has owned or has been part owner of both farms for a
minimum period of one year prior to the date of the application.
The onus is on the applicant to provide confirmation of ownership
status;
d) the residential dwelling to be severed must have been existing,
prior to the date of adoption of the Plan;
e) the creation of the surplus dwelling lot shall comply with the
Minimum Distance Separation requirements;
f) the size of the surplus dwelling lot is in compliance with the
municipal Zoning By-law and is not greater than 0.8 ha (1.97 ac);
g) barns that are in close proximity to surplus dwellings are
encouraged, where feasible and warranted in terms of future farm
operations and options, to be demolished or removed or remain
with the farmland;
h) the lot to be created shall include the sewage disposal and water
supply systems servicing the surplus dwelling otherwise
easements shall be required as a condition of consent to ensure
that the lot will continue to be adequately serviced, for water
supply systems only;
i) the consent granting authority shall impose as a condition of
severance, that the applicant enter into an agreement with the
Municipality, to be registered on title, that a building freeze be
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placed on the vacant remnant parcel of farmland created by the
severance to prohibit construction of any new residential
dwellings;
j) no more than one consent shall be allowed for every complete 10
ha (24.70 ac) of lot area on any farm lot as the lot existed on May
7th, 1985 (date of adoption of original “cap” policy), or as the farm
lot existed subsequent to its division in accordance with Section
5.4.1 of this Plan, regardless of changes in property ownership.
The consent granting authority shall impose, as a condition of the
severance, that the applicant enters into an agreement with the
Municipality, to be registered on title, that no more consents are
allowed on the lands to be retained.
5.4.3 Lot Adjustments
Lot adjustments may be permitted for legal or technical reasons
provided that:
a) both parcels (severed and retained) comply with the provisions of
the implementing Zoning By-law;
b) the consent is granted conditional to Section 50(3) or (5) of the
Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990;
c) the lot adjustment does not result in the creation of a ‘residential

lot’ that would not have otherwise been allowed under Section
5.4.2 of this Plan.

9.2 Implications for the Study
Figure 31 represents the average existing lot size per lower tier, relative to
the requirements of the Official Plan. This figure reviews the data to determine
if there is a relationship between average agricultural lot size versus the
Official Plan policies related to minimum agricultural lot size.
The coefficient of determination (R²) is indicated on the figure to demonstrate
how well the data fits a statistical model. An R2 of 1 indicates that the
regression line perfectly fits the data, while an R2 of 0 indicates that the line
does not fit the data at all. The latter type of regression line can occur because
the data is utterly non-linear, or because it is random. In this case, the R²
value 0.13, which indicates that there is little relationship between the average
agricultural property size and the minimum lot size requirements of the Official
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Plan. Additional graphic and mathematical analyses, for the relationship
between median as well as mode of agricultural property sizes as they relate
to Official Plan policies on minimum agricultural lot size, were completed.
These resulted in an R² squared value of less than 0.3. Therefore, similar to
the mean property size value, there is little relationship between median and
mode land parcel values and Official Plan minimum agricultural land parcel
sizes.
This finding is expected because historic lot creation policies, prior to the
introduction of the 2005 PPS by the Province, were much more permissive.
AVERAGE AGRICULTURAL LOT PARCEL SIZE RELATIVE TO THE MINIMUM AGRICULTURAL
PROPERTY SIZE SPECIFIED WITHIN THE OFFICIAL PLANS FOR THE MUNICIPALITIES OF ESSEX
COUNTY
OFFICIAL PLAN MINIMUM AGRICULTURAL PROPERTY SIZE (ACRES)
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Figure 31
Based on lower-tier policies by municipality as summarized in Section 9.0.
Tecumseh, Amherstburg and Lakeshore all have average farm operation sizes
larger than the average for Essex County. Essex, LaSalle, Kingsville and
Leamington all have farm operation sizes smaller than the average for Essex
County. The Town of Essex is the only municipality where farm operation size
has decreased in 2011 relative to 2001.
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10.0

Trends in Agriculture

The purpose of this Section is to review the recent relevant trends in
agriculture not already discussed and analyze their potential impact on farm
size requirements.

10.1 Demographic Trends
In the report “Canadian Agriculture at a Glance” (Publication 96-325-X),
Statistics Canada has summarized the demographic composition of the
Canadian agriculture industry:
The demographic composition of the Canadian agriculture industry
is undergoing significant changes as many farm operators are
approaching an age when they may retire. The 2011 Census of
Agriculture found that farms where the oldest operator was 55
years or older represented more than half of all farms in 2011,
compared to 37.7% in 1991. In addition, less than 1 out of 10
farms had the oldest operator under 40 years old in 2011;
whereas, two decades earlier it was about 1 in 4. These two trends
were found in farms of different types and sizes in all provinces.
The structure of agriculture has changed significantly over the last
two decades with fewer but larger farms. While there were
280,043 farms in 1991 according to the Census of Agriculture, by
2011, that number had gradually declined to 205,730 (Figure
32). Since 1991, the average farm area increased from 598 to
778 acres, while the number of farm operators decreased from
390,875 to 293,925, a 24.8% drop. Over the same period, the
average age of farm operators increased, rising from 47.5 to 54.0
years.
Because limited access to affordable farmland and the ability to obtain risk
tolerant financing are two of several impediments to young farm operators, it
is reasonable to suggest that the relatively higher availability of lower total
cost small farm land parcels available in Essex County might result in more
young farmers. However, the average age of farmers and the relatively few
young farmers in Essex County indicate that the availability of small land
parcels has not resulted in young entrants into farming in the County.
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Figure 32
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PROPORTION OF FARM OPERATORS WITHIN 3 AGE CATEGORIES PRESENT IN ESSEX COUNTY
(2011 DATA)

PROPORTION OF FARM OPERATORS WITHIN AGE CATEGORIES
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Figure 33
Census data indicates that the number of farm operations as well as farm
operators is diminishing in Essex County as it is in Ontario and Canada. At
the same time, the average age of farmers is increasing. The age of farmers
in Essex County is strongly skewed with most (54%) being 55 years and older.
Those farmers less than 35 years of age comprise only 5% of all operators in
the County (Figure 36). The average age of farm operators in Essex County
was 56.8 years in the year 2011. This age is relatively high in the context of
southern Ontario, and Essex County ranks as having the 5th oldest farm
operators as summarized in Figure 33. Essex County’s relatively low level of
younger farmers differs from other Counties/Regions in southern Ontario and
ranks as 32nd out of 35, that is, Essex County has fewer young farmers in the
context of southern Ontario (Figure 34). Essex County’s relative rank
improves for the 35 to 54 year age category as summarized in Figure 35 but
the County is still in the lowest third of the 35 counties in southern Ontario
based on the proportion of middle-aged farmers.
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Figure 36

10.2 Economic Trends
In the report “Snapshot of Canadian Agriculture” (Publication 95-640-X),
Statistics Canada has summarized the economic trends for the Canadian
agriculture industry, including the following:
•

Total operating expenses remained unchanged from 2005 to 2010.

•

Compared to 2005, crop-specific production expenses increased by
19.2%, whereas livestock-specific production expenses decreased by
7.3%.

•

Fertilizer and lime expenses increased by 24.5% (at 2010 constant
prices) between 2005 and 2010. Purchases of fertilizer and lime
accounted for 8.4% of total operating expenses in Canada in 2010
compared with 6.8% in 2005.
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•

Purchases of feed, supplements and hay accounted for 14.1% of total
operating expenses in Canada in 2010 compared with 13.8% (at 2010
constant prices) in 2005 (Figure 15).

•

Expenses for both family and non-family wages represented 10.4% of
all expenses in Canada in 2010 compared with 10.6% in 2005 (at 2010
constant prices). Between 2005 and 2010, expenses for wages fell by
2.2% to $4.4 billion. The proportion of wages paid to family members
continued to decrease in comparison with wages paid to non-family
members. Other expenses grew by 16.0%, from $5.1 billion in 2005 to
$5.9 billion in 2010. These expenses accounted for 13.9% of all
expenses in Canada in 2010 compared with 12.0% in 2005

In addition, the Canadian Federation of Agriculture issued a news release
“Trends in Canadian Agriculture Continue, Census Results Underscore Need
for Better Ag Policy” that explained the significant increase in the cost of
production in the agriculture industry. The following text was extracted from
this source:
A little more than half, 55.8 % of farms at that time were making
enough gross income to cover their cost of production. Since 2001
the Farm Input Price Index, the cost of the products and tools
farmers need to farm, had risen 8.6 % since 2001. For example
fuel and fertilizer prices had both risen by 35 % since 2001, and
pesticide prices had risen rose by 19 %. By contrast the Farm
Product Price Index, the price farmers get for their goods, rose
only 1.7 %. As a result 48.4 % of Canadian farmers were in need
to find jobs off the farm to help pay the farm’s bills (Statistics
Canada).
Agricultural land parcel size is of significance to agricultural economics
(financial) for several reasons, including:
•

The capital cost associated with land purchase where minimizing land
capital costs is desirable, and

•

The cost associated with land assembly, in addition to other costs such
as buildings, machinery, fertilizer, seed, services (veterinary,
accounting), etc. The Census of Agriculture for 2001, 2006 and 2011
list expenses as summarized in Table 7.
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Table 7: Agricultural Expenses

Expenses
Fertilizer and lime purchases
Purchases of herbicides, insecticides, fungicides, etc.
Seed and plant purchases (excluding materials purchased for resale)
Total feed, supplements and hay purchases
Total feed, supplements and hay purchases
Livestock and poultry purchases
Veterinary services, drugs, semen, breeding fees, etc.
Custom work, contract work and hired trucking
Total wages and salaries (84) $
Wages and salaries paid to family members $
Wages and salaries paid to all other persons $
All fuel expenses (diesel, gasoline, oil, wood, natural gas, propane, etc.)
Repairs and maintenance to farm machinery, equipment and vehicles
Repairs and maintenance to farm buildings and fences
Rental and leasing of land and buildings
Rental and leasing of farm machinery, equipment and vehicles
Electricity, telephone and all other telecommunication services
Farm interest expenses
All other expenses (excluding depreciation and capital cost allowance)

In Ontario, products for direct human consumption (fruit and vegetables) have
higher gross income per unit area as summarized in Figure 37. Marginal
returns and net income associated with fruits and vegetables vary with the
particular fruit and / or vegetable produced but also tend to be higher per unit
area than what would be received for small grains.
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PROVINCE OF ONTARIO AVERAGE FARM VALUE
($ GROSS PER ACRE IN CONSTANT 2014 DOLLARS) FOR SELECTED CROPS
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Figure 37
Figure 37 summarizes the variations in farm value as constant 2014 dollars
gross per acre between apples, grapes, field tomatoes, sweet corn, soybeans
and winter wheat. The yearly variations in farm values ($) can be represented
in a different graphic form (Figure 38) where a mean farm value is calculated
and the variation in gross $2014 per acre is represented as standard deviation
whiskers. The standard deviation whiskers represent the price variation per
acre experienced by each crop type from 1981 to 2014. A large standard
deviation exists for grapes and apples, where soybeans, winter wheat and
sweet corn experienced lower standard deviation for this time period.
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PROVINCE OF ONTARIO AVERAGE FARM VALUE WITH STANDARD DEVIATION (1981-2014) ($
GROSS PER ACRE IN CONSTANT 2014 DOLLARS) FOR SELECTED CROPS
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Figure 38
The gross income per acre shown in Figures 37 and 38 are Province wide. A
single test was completed to ascertain whether these values vary significantly
within the Province. Relatively little difference in gross income per unit area
is present in different geographic areas as summarized in the following Figure
39. It is evident, at least for grapes, that Essex farm values are not
significantly different than the balance of the Province and tend not to exceed
dollars gross per acre values outside of the Provincial average.
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AVERAGE FARM VALUE COMPARISON - ESSEX COUNTY, NIAGARA REGION AND ONTARIO
(DOLLARS GROSS PER ACRE IN CONSTANT 2014 DOLLARS) FOR GRAPES

DOLLARS GROSS PER ACRE IN CONSTANT 2014 DOLLARS

$7,000.00

$6,000.00

$5,000.00

$4,000.00
ESSEX
NIAGARA

$3,000.00

ONTARIO

$2,000.00

$1,000.00

$0.00

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008
YEAR

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

Figure 39
Gross income per unit area for greenhouse production of tomatoes, cucumbers
and peppers is significantly higher than that for soil based vegetable
production. Gross income for greenhouse tomatoes, cucumbers and peppers
ranges from approximately $280,000 - $375,000 per acre depending on the
year and the crop produced (as summarized in Figure 40). Even with the
incentive of higher gross income, the balance of trade in fruit and vegetables
is negative (Figure 41), that is, the dollars spent on imported fruits and
vegetables exceeds the dollars spent on those grown domestically.
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GROSS INCOME PER ACRE FOR GREENHOUSE TOMATOES, CUCUMBERS AND PEPPERS FOR
ONTARIO (2010 - 2014)
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Figure 40
If the minimum size for agricultural lots were to be related to gross income
associated with 3 different production categories (e.g. common field crops,
fruits and vegetables, greenhouse vegetables) and a minimum lot size for
common field crops set at 40.47 hectares (100 acres), then on the basis of
different gross income levels per unit area within each crop category, fruit and
vegetable minimum land parcels could be a factor of almost six times smaller
(~7 hectares/17 acres) than the minimum common field crop land parcel size,
and greenhouse vegetable operations could be a factor of 555 times smaller
than the 40.47 hectares/100 acres in order to produce the same gross income
per unit area as produced for common field crops. This analysis is based on
year 2014 gross income data for an average of 3 different crops within each
crop category. For example the average gross income per acre is calculated
on the basis of the crops soybeans, winter wheat and grain corn for the
common field crop category whereas the fruits and vegetables category is
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based on the average gross income for tomatoes, sweet corn and apples. The
information used in the calculation is summarized in Table 8.
Table 8 is a summary of the gross income per unit area for three crop
categories including a comparison of the land area needed to match the gross
income received for common field crops on 40.47 hectares (100 acres).
Table 8: Summary of Gross Income Per Unit Area

Geography
Soybeans
Ontario
Winter
Wheat
Ontario
Ontario
Grain Corn

Geography
Tomatoes
Ontario
Ontario
Sweet Corn
Ontario
Apples

Geography
Greenhouse
tomatoes
Ontario
Greenhouse
Ontario
cucumbers
Greenhouse
peppers
Ontario

Number of
acres
required to
produce
$62,544.80

Number of
hectares
required to
produce
$62,544.80

$62,544.80

100

40.47

$366,282.72

17.075553

6.91

$347,286.91 555.261 $34,728,690.85 0.1800955

0.07

Average
Value Field
Value ($/ac) Crops ($/ac) Factor
2014
$633.36
$491.76
$751.22

$625.45

1

Average
Value Fruit
and
Vegetable
Value ($/ac) Crops ($/ac)
2014
$4,148.79
$1,719.36 $3,662.83 5.856326
$5,120.33
Average
Value
Greenhouse
Vegetable
Value ($/ac) Crops ($/ac)
2014

Gross income
received per
100 acres

$359,900.99
$350,711.21
$331,248.52

Working in the other direction, if one acre (0.405 ha) of greenhouse is used
for vegetable production and produces $347,287 in gross income, which is
deemed to be sufficient to provide reasonable net income, then soil based fruit
and vegetable production minimum lot size would be approximately 95 acres
(38.45 ha) and the common field crop area would be in the range of 555 acres
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(224.6 ha) in order to match the gross income of the greenhouse vegetable
production. However, these sizes bear no relationship to existing lot sizes or
to average farm operation size in Essex County. On the basis of the analysis
summarized in Table 8, gross farm income does not provide a reasonable way
of defining minimum agricultural lot parcel size.
BALANCE OF TRADE FOR SELECTED COMMODITY GROUPS ONTARIO AGRICULTURE (IN
CONSTANT 2014 DOLLARS X 1,000,000)
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Figure 41
The relationship amongst gross farm receipts (excluding forest products sold),
farm business operating expenses and net on-farm income (total gross farm
receipts minus total farm business operating expenses) all calculated on a per
farm basis, is limited due to changes in the categories included in farm
business operating expenses from census year to census year. However, farm
business operating expense categories are the same for 2001, 2006 and 2011
and trends presented graphically are therefore restricted within this report to
those census years.

County of Essex Agricultural Lot Size Study
Prepared By: The Jones Consulting Group Ltd. & AgPlan Limited

97

These data show, when compared municipally within Essex County, that gross
and net income levels vary significantly from year to year and from
municipality to municipality. The variations at the municipal scale are present
on a “per acre” as well as a “per farm” basis (Figures 47, 48, 49 and 50). Note
that the dollar values presented in Figures 47 to 50 are not in constant dollars
because the information is intended to be used to compare lower tier
municipalities within each census year.
GROSS FARM RECEIPTS PER ACRE FOR THE CENSUS YEARS 2001, 2006 AND 2011
ESSEX COUNTY AND LOWER TIER MUNICIPALITIES
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Figure 42
Figure 42 above demonstrates that Leamington is consistently leading in gross
farm receipts per acre followed by LaSalle. Gross farm receipts per acre in
Leamington have increased since 2001 where gross farm receipts in LaSalle
were less in 2006 than 2001, but were significantly higher in 2011.
Conversely, gross farm receipts in Kingsville increased in 2006 from 2001 but
dropped significantly in 2011. Overall, gross farm receipts in Essex County
have steadily increased during the same time period.
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GROSS FARM RECEIPTS PER FARM FOR THE CENSUS YEARS 2001, 2006 AND 2011 ESSEX
COUNTY, AND LOWER TIER MUNICIPALITIES
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Figure 43
Figure 43 above indicates the gross farm receipts per farm for the census
years 2001, 2006 and 2011. Again, Leamington and LaSalle indicate higher
gross farm receipts per farm in 2011. Overall, gross farm receipts in the
County increased from 2001 to 2011.
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NET ON-FARM INCOME PER ACRE FOR THE CENSUS YEARS 2001, 2006 AND 2011
ESSEX COUNTY AND LOWER TIER MUNICIPALITIES
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Figure 44
Figure 44 indicates a general overall increase throughout the County in net
farm income per acre from 2001-2011.
Leamington and LaSalle show
consistent increases in net farm income from 2001-2011.
However,
fluctuations in growth occurred in 2006 where Tecumseh, Amherstburg,
Lakeshore, and Essex had a decrease in net on-farm income from 2001 – 2006
(all of which regained growth in net on-farm income by 2011). Kingsville,
however, indicates strong growth from 2001-2006 but a large reduction in net
on-farm income by 2011.
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NET ON-FARM INCOME PER FARM FOR THE CENSUS YEARS 2001, 2006 AND 2011
ESSEX COUNTY AND LOWER TIER MUNICIPALITIES
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Figure 45
Figure 45 illustrates that net on-farm income per farm in Essex County as a
whole is increasing consistently during this time period, as well as in the lowertier municipalities, with the exception of Kingsville.
In order to provide context to the previous discussion on gross and net income
within Essex County, a comparison of gross farm receipts/income and net
income can be made at the County/Regional scale. For the census year 2011,
Essex County had the highest gross income and Essex County’s net on-farm
income per farm is ranked as 1st out of 35 Counties/Regions in southern
Ontario (excluding Haliburton and Muskoka) (Figure 46). On a per unit area
basis, Essex County ranks 2nd after Niagara Region for gross income and is 4th
out of 35 Counties/Regions for net income (Figure 47).
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COMPARISON OF GROSS FARM RECEIPTS AND NET INCOME PER FARM AT THE
REGIONAL/COUNTY SCALE IN SOUTHERN ONTARIO 2011 CENSUS
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COMPARISON OF GROSS FARM RECEIPTS AND NET INCOME PER ACRE AT THE
REGIONAL/COUNTY SCALE IN SOUTHERN ONTARIO 2011 CENSUS
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Figure 47

10.3 Income Resource/Agriculture-Related Use Trends
Farming is impacted on many different levels and can create situations of
instability as a result of weather related impacts, commodity pricing, or
changes in the overall market condition of the industry and cross border trade.
As a result, many farmers utilize an additional income source to supplement
farm income. This may include a separate off-farm job or the creation of an
agriculturally related farm business on the farm to increase income.
The 2014 Provincial Policy Statement supports agriculturally related land uses.
These uses are defined as follows:
Agricultural-related uses are those farm-related commercial and farmrelated industrial uses that are directly related to the farm operations in
the area, support agriculture, benefit from being in close proximity to
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farm operations, and provide direct products and / or services to farm
operations as a primary activity.
The 2014 PPS also supports on-farm diversified uses which are defined as
follows:
On-farm diversified uses are those uses that are secondary to the
principal agricultural use of the property, and are limited in area. Onfarm diversified uses include, but are not limited to, home occupations,
home industries, agri-tourism uses, and uses that produce value-added
agricultural products.
The support of these uses allows farmers to supplement and stabilize their
farm income and farm operation. In Ontario, most farmers supplement their
income from off-farm sources. In Ontario, more than 80% of farms in the
years 2005 - 2011 as shown in Figure 48 (farms that are in the gross farm
revenue classes of less than $250,000.00), have off-farm income that exceeds
net farm income. Off-farm income is defined by OMAFRA as including income
from wages and salaries, net off-farm self-employment, investments,
pensions and other sources. Irrespective of income class, net farm income is
supplemented by off-farm income. There is a point when net farm income
average per operator exceeds average per operator off-farm income. When
the database is subdivided into income classes, the “switchover” of off-farm
income from predominant to subdominant is shown in Figure 49.
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PROPORTION OF FARM OPERATORS WHERE OFF-FARM INCOME EXCEEDS NET ON-FARM
OPERATING INCOME IN ONTARIO
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Figure 48
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ON-FARM NET OPERATING INCOME AVERAGE PER OPERATOR COMPARED TO OFF-FARM
INCOME AVERAGE PER OPERATOR WITHIN FARM OPERATING REVENUE CATEGORIES
(ONTARIO)
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Figure 49
As evidenced by Figure 50, off-farm income has been increasing from 20052011 as has on-farm net operating income. However, the ratio of average net
on-farm income per operator relative to average off-farm income per operator
shows a decreasing trend as summarized in Figure 51. The trend must be
interpreted with caution given the relatively low R2 value to the line of best fit
shown in Figure 51. The ratio was calculated by dividing average off-farm
income per operator by average on-farm income per operator. Regardless,
the recent trend (2005 -2011) does indicate that the relative contribution of
net average on farm income per operator is improving.
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ONTARIO AVERAGE OFF-FARM INCOME PER OPERATOR COMPARED TO AVERAGE ON-FARM
NET OPERATING INCOME PER OPERATOR
60,000

IN CONSTANT YEAR 2011 DOLLARS

50,000

40,000
OFF-FARM INCOME AVERAGE PER
OPERATOR ( $ )
ON-FARM NET OPERATING INCOME
AVERAGE PER OPERATOR ( $ )

30,000

20,000

10,000

0

2005

2006

2007

2008
YEAR

2009

2010

2011

Figure 50
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ONTARIO RATIO OF AVERAGE NET ON-FARM INCOME PER OPERATOR TO AVERAGE OFFFARM INCOME PER OPERATOR BASED ON CONSTANT 2011 DOLLARS

RATIO OF NET ON-FARM INCOME TO OFF-FARM INCOME

4

3.5

3
R² = 0.145

2.5
RATIO OF NET ON-FARM INCOME TO
OFF-FARM INCOME

2

LINEAR (RATIO OF NET ON-FARM
INCOME TO OFF-FARM INCOME)

1.5

1

0.5

0

2005

2006

2007

2008
YEAR

2009

2010

2011

Figure 51

10.4 Implications for the Study
There are two competing implications for this Agricultural Lot Size Study. The
first relates to the high cost of entering the farming industry, and the second
is that the average farm size is increasing.
With respect to entering the farming industry, the cost is significant. Young
operators are forced to search for risk tolerant financing to cover the costs
associated with start-up. Property values, and quota requirements in some
sectors of the farming industry, impede the ability to obtain financing. In
most cases, the farming family must find new strategies to continue the farm
operation for a young operator. The most prevalent is that of succession,
where the retired farmer owns the farm or holds the mortgage for the younger
generation operating the farm.
With respect to farm operation size, there is a trend within Essex County and
Ontario to increasing size in farm operations which includes all land owned
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and rented by a census farm. In order to maintain economic viability, in many
instances, census farms contain a number of different land parcels of different
sizes, or multiple separate parcels may operate as a corporation or group and
may not be under a single farm operator’s ownership.
Farm operation size in Essex County has increased from 2001 to 2011 and the
relative farm operation size and the rate of increase/decrease varies with subtier municipality as summarized in Section 7.0. Tecumseh, Amherstburg and
Lakeshore all have average farm operation sizes larger than that for Essex
County. The Town of Essex, LaSalle, Kingsville and Leamington all have farm
operation sizes smaller than the average for Essex County. The Town of Essex
is the only municipality where farm operation size has decreased in 2011
relative to 2001.
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11.0

Impediments to Agriculture

The purpose of this Section is to identify the major impediments to the farming
industry in the County of Essex. The farming industry has a variety of long
and short term impediments ranging from variable weather patterns, to
increased regulations and licensing requirements, to economic viability in local
to international scale markets. Several factors have the potential to affect the
motivation to start and to continue farming. This Section discusses what
impact these impediments have regarding lot size. Nothing in the review of
the literature or of practical experience suggests that any of the following
issues are unique to Essex County or to Ontario.

11.1

Viability

An economically viable farm operation is one that provides sufficient income
to sustain farm operations and that also provides sufficient income for the
farmer. In addition, the farm as a business must produce enough income,
after costs and salary/wages are paid, to supply a return on investment and
subsequently, a return on equity. Viable farm operations also require
flexibility in the kinds of products they produce (including value-added
products; for example, wheat into flour, manure into biogas, direct marketing)
to successfully compete in markets that range in scale from the local to the
international. The ability for a farm business to survive in these different scale
markets is made more difficult because the competitors are producing food
and food products under different environmental, legal/regulation, labour and
input cost conditions, for example.
Therefore, the ability of farmers,
individually and/or collectively, to succeed in their farm business can be
affected by the capital costs associated with buying land and/or the ability to
sever lands to be sold to provide capital for other business requirements such
as buildings and/or land improvements.
Through the background research process, one of the key impediments
identified was the cost of farming, particularly the initial investment required
to commence a new farming operation that is not a second or third generation
inherited farm. The younger generation is not entering the agricultural sector
at the same rate as in the past and, in part, this reduction can be attributed
to the cost of raw land itself.
The increasing trend toward food production on a mass scale, as well as
permitting a wide range of food to be imported into Canada, has required
farmers to increase their economies of scale and increase their farming
operations. As a result, new Canadians are unable to enter the farming
County of Essex Agricultural Lot Size Study
Prepared By: The Jones Consulting Group Ltd. & AgPlan Limited

110

industry, and young farmers face significant investment to capture a corner
of the farming industry that will sustain their farm business and household
with sufficient income.
Farming is also subject to trade agreements, fluctuating currencies and
crop/commodity values. Livestock operations are subject to market prices
which dramatically rise or drop depending on specific conditions. For example,
in the event disease breaks out and spreads throughout the industry the price
of livestock can drop dramatically and trade of that particular livestock may
be limited within and outside of the borders of the country. This can have a
significant effect on the agricultural community that can last for years until
recovery.
Based on Statistics Canada information, approximately 80% of farmers with
gross farm income less than $250,000 on an annual basis, supplement their
farming income with non-farm income which is greater than the net on-farm
income they receive. This is necessary in order to sustain their farm business
and/or their household income. However, if one considers the relative gross
as well as net income per farm for Essex County when compared to other
Counties or Regions, then Essex is the best despite its high severance record
as described by Caldwell (2011).

11.2

Planning Policy

The kinds and scale of agricultural uses are dictated by Official Plans and
Zoning By-laws via policy at the provincial level resulting in a ‘one-size fits all’
planning perspective. Planning policy governs characteristics including, but
not limited to, type of farm operation, MDS, minimum farm size, value added
operations, severances and secondary farm use. Farms must meet specific
requirements from a land use planning perspective that may not ideally fit the
requirements for several different types of farm operations. Although
flexibility can be permitted on a case-by-case basis, the cost of an Official Plan
amendment or Zoning By-law amendment for the specific requested change
can be time consuming and create an additional expense to the farmer
operator.
In order to reduce agricultural land costs, planning policy could theoretically
be developed that encouraged and/or established ‘affordable agriculture land’
policies in the same way that the Province has established ‘affordable housing’
as a Provincial Interest. In this way, agricultural lot size could be based on
an individual analysis of the availability of low-cost agricultural properties
available for sale at the time of application for an agricultural consent. As
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gross and net income varies within each sub-tier municipality, the analysis
would relate to the municipality within which the consent application is
made. In practical terms this flexible approach would require considerable
analysis to determine what ‘affordable agricultural land’ actually means, and
whether the establishment of such an approach would increase the number of
young farmers in the industry.
Furthermore, the effectiveness of such an
approach would have to be weighed against the potential impact of driving up
the per hectare/acre value of parcels as smaller parcels would be available.
Generally speaking, the smaller the parcel size, the greater the cost per
hectare/acre, and the greater the cost to acquire such parcels, which would
impact on existing farmers’ ability to expand their overall farm operation size.
Additionally, Minimum Distance Separation (MDS) requirements have further
limited the ability for livestock operations to expand where past severance
practices have created inappropriate lot sizes in close proximity to livestock
facilities. Restrictions related to MDS are of less significance in Essex County
because of the relatively low amount of livestock production, where that
production has been decreasing over time.

11.3

Farming Industry Regulations

The farming industry is governed and regulated by a variety of different
bodies. Regardless of the type of farm operation, the way in which food is
handled is held to a very high standard for health and safety purposes. This
is a requirement that can often lead to increased operational and licensing
costs to meet the requirements of a governing body. Recognizing the
importance of protecting the food industry, farmers meet these standards but,
where governing bodies overlap, the regulation and licensing requirements
can significantly impact the ability of a farm operation to expand operations
by increasing overhead.
At a different scale, a local regulation such as a tree cutting bylaw may restrict
the sustainable harvest of lumber from a farm woodlot, thereby preventing
the income from this part of the land base purchased as part of the farm.

11.4

Climate Change

Natural weather occurrences are also a significant impediment that cannot be
controlled. The predictability of weather conditions will decrease and the
severity of weather conditions will likely increase as a result of climate change.
Crops may not yield as well under certain weather conditions due to an early
frost or wet spring. As a result, the additional cost of crop insurance is
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required, not to mention the unpredictable cost of labour to recover crops
under these circumstances.
In some circumstances, the traditional model of farming can no longer achieve
sufficient yield year to year to maintain the viability of the farming operation.
Farmers seek out other methods such as greenhouse production which reduce
the effects of climate variability. These types of farming operations provide
sufficient yield and income to sustain the farming operation but often require
the implementation of new technology and in some cases, smaller farm
parcels are required to reduce overall capital costs. The increased use of
greenhouse production in the County of Essex is not a reflection of soil quality
but rather a reflection of the warmer climate in the County. Greenhouse
operators may also seek to provide product continuously throughout the year.
They could accomplish this by moving their production further south outside
of Canada to greenhouses producing for the same market during the time that
cold weather in Canada results in high overhead costs for heating. Production
could return to Canada when the costs of cooling in the southern production
area outside of Canada becomes excessive.

11.5

Conflict and Non-farm Operators

The increased number of non-farmers moving outside of settlement areas has
the potential to impact the historical normal farm practices of farmers. The
conflict between farmers and non-farmers has the potential to increase each
time a smaller parcel is created and over time, non-practicing farmers begin
to purchase these parcels.
Non-farm residents living within a rural setting do not necessarily have similar
perceptions and values related to traditional farm practices such as
fertilization, odour from a livestock facility, the humane treatment of animals
and the use of machinery and equipment on roadways. As another example,
the hours associated with farming can also be misunderstood as impending
weather or seasonal changes may require the operator to work longer hours,
which in turn may create noise issues with the non-farm community.
Traditional farm practices, as noted above, are allowed under the Farming and
Food Production Protection Act. Regardless, conflicts are still present, as can
be seen in a review of the Decisions of the Normal Farm Practices Protection
Board, and these conflicts are not likely to change as a result of lot size.
However, by utilizing appropriate zoning techniques within lower-tier
municipalities, impacts from existing smaller lots may be reduced by
appropriately limiting their uses.
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11.6

Implications for the Study

Farmers face a unique set of short and long term impediments and information
described previously within this report indicates that there is a need to assess
how those impediments relate to lot size. As a result, various mathematical
analyses were completed to inform whether a smaller or larger lot size is
needed to address some of the impediments/challenges farmers face. The
results of the analyses are found in Sections 13.0 and 14.0.
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12.0

Public Consultation and Community Engagement

The purpose of this Section is to outline the Public Consultation and
Community Engagement process undertaken as part of the preparation of this
Agricultural Lot Size Study.

12.1 Steering Committee
The County has established a Steering Committee to oversee this project, to
identify relevant provincial and local issues, and to serve as a communication
linkage with relevant provincial ministries and local Councils. The Steering
Committee is comprised of representatives from the County of Essex and each
lower tier Municipality, in addition to the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and
Housing and the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture Food and Rural Affairs.
One of the first Steering Committee tasks was to establish a master key
stakeholder contact list. These contacts were considered to have a vested
interest in the project and included the Ministry, OMAFRA, aboriginal
communities in the area, authorities having jurisdiction, farming
organizations, and individuals who previously expressed interest in the project
during the preparation of the new County Official Plan.
12.1.1 OMAFRA Comments
The Ontario Ministry of Agriculture Food and Rural Affairs is represented on
the Steering Committee by Mr. Drew Crinklaw of OMAFRA, who provided the
following observations with respect to the maintenance of larger agricultural
land parcels:
a) Increased efficiency: Modern farm operations are commonly comprised
of multiple land holdings in order to reach an overall size threshold that is
economically competitive. Naturally it becomes more expensive (multiple
transactions result in multiple fees for land transfer taxes, legal fees,
commissions, etc.) and difficult (to find enough willing sellers) to assemble
the increased number of multiple small parcels, rather than assembling
fewer larger parcels to achieve that critical land mass for the farm
operation.
b) Increased public safety: If you assumed a hypothetical overall farm
operation size of 1,000 acres, a farmer would be required to travel on public
roadways more with their farm equipment to access twenty 50 acre parcels,
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versus ten 100 acre parcels. Therefore, community safety may improve
and road maintenance costs may decrease with a larger minimum farm
parcel size as there may be less farm equipment traveling on the local road
network.
c) Limiting New Farmers: With respect to the notion that larger farm
parcels restrict new farmers from getting into the industry, based on our
analysis there is already an ample supply (arguably even an oversupply)
of 50 acre and smaller lots in Essex, and these as well as other existing
smaller lots, can support new farm entrants, organic production or other
high-intensity specialty crop operations. Furthermore, it is understood that
many of these operations can be carried out on a portion of rented land
that is part of a larger farm parcel. In other words, there is no
demonstrated need to sever existing larger parcels on this basis. In
addition, on a strictly per acre basis, 50 acre lots may actually prove to be
more expensive, as the value of farmland tends to increase as the overall
size of the lot decreases. This is in part because you are spreading the cost
of the house and outbuilding across the size of the lot, i.e., it is cheaper
per acre across 100 acres, than 50 acres.
d) Livestock: While livestock agriculture is certainly not prevalent in Essex
County (3.4% of farms in 2011), the remaining larger parcels are more
suited to livestock for MDS and Nutrient Management Act (NMA) reasons.
e) Greenhouses: According to 2013 figures from the Ontario Greenhouse
Vegetable Growers (OGVG) and OMAFRA, 8.5 acres was the average
greenhouse size in Ontario. It is important to note that this is actual land
under production, and on average these types of farm operations require
an
additional
25%
more
land
for
associated
accessory
buildings/infrastructure (parking, stormwater management, packing,
storage, heating, ventilation, etc.). In the 1990’s, 3 acres would have
supported a family, but by 2013, 10 acres may not have supported a
family. 15 acres is currently considered the necessary size to support a
family, and 20 acres is the minimum amount Farm Credit Canada (FCC)
will typically fund. As a result, lower-tier municipalities should no longer be
justifying unnecessarily small lot sizes for greenhouses in their Official
Plans.
f) Non-farm Competition: Competition for smaller land parcels from nonfarm residents increases with lower minimum farm parcel sizes. For
example, a 50 acre parcel might be more likely to be purchased by nonCounty of Essex Agricultural Lot Size Study
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farmers because, as a package, it is more affordable than a larger parcel,
and many non-farm landowners may not be interested in owning or
maintaining larger properties. This is particularly true as you consider very
small lots such as 10, 5 or even 3 hectares. Conversely a 100 acre parcel
may be more likely to be purchased by farmers for long-term agricultural
use.
g) Diverse Lot Inventory: A healthy agricultural industry is comprised of a
variety of farm types that exist on a variety of parcel sizes. For example,
in order to dispose of manure and met MDS setbacks, livestock operations
often seek larger parcels, whereas high-intensity tender fruit and grape
operations may only require a smaller property in order to be successful.
This diversity is important, as it helps to balance the demands on the land,
encourages interaction between operations and spreads the many risks
associated with farming. Therefore, a diverse range of lot sizes can help
achieve a vibrant local agriculture industry. By allowing for the few
remaining larger lots in Essex to be fragmented, the diversity of the lot
inventory is reduced along with the range of available agricultural
opportunities.
12.1.2 Ontario Federation of Agriculture (OFA) Comments
The Ontario Federation of Agriculture (OFA) has consistently endorsed the
actions taken by the Province through the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS),
specifically Section 2.3 – Agriculture, which requires the long-term protection
of ‘prime agricultural areas’ for agricultural production. The OFA has publicly
stated in their February 2015 fact sheet, that it supports the flexibility
provided to farmers to engage in on-farm value adding of the primary farm
products in addition to farm-related tourism. The OFA further supports the
preservation of all arable land, including Class 1-6 soil types for all types of
farming operations, including the grazing of cattle and the growth of crops for
biofuels. A key position of the OFA is the preservation of our productive
agricultural land base in Ontario. While a specific lot size has not been publicly
stated by the OFA, the organization supports the preservation and use of land
for agriculture, and minimizing land use conflicts with non-farm uses in
agricultural areas. The OFA backs the position of the PPS that non-farm uses
should be directed outside of prime agricultural areas and that the creation of
any new lots should be minimized in accordance with the policies of the PPS.
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The authors consulted with the Ontario Federation of Agriculture (OFA) at the
outset of the review process. Telephone contact was made with the local
Office in Essex County, where a direct meeting was requested. Unfortunately,
despite several attempts for direct consultation with the members,
consultation was unsuccessful. However, Anne Anger, the contact for the OFA
did advise that the membership is keen to engage in the process. Further
contact will be made with the Federation once this Study is released to the
Public, and all comments from the Federation will be considered as part of any
Official Plan Amendment that may be presented to County Council.
12.1.3 Other Stakeholder Consultation
Direct telephone and email contact was made with various agricultural
agencies, including but not limited to: Colchester South and Harrow
Agricultural Society, Essex County Associated Growers, Essex Pelee Island
Coast (EPIC) Winegrowers, Leamington Growers, District 11 Director, Garden
Ontario – Essex & District Horticultural Society, Ontario Greenhouse UEG
Growers Association, and the Essex County 4H Club.
Direct contact was initiated to invite members of each of these groups to
partake in a consultation session and to attend the Public Open House to
participate in the Study. Further consultation with these groups will occur
once this report has been released to the Public. Although previous attempts
at consultation were unsuccessful, it is anticipated that this report will provide
an opportunity for discussion and interaction with the memberships of these
groups as the project continues. All comments will be considered as part of
any Official Plan Amendment that may be presented to County Council.

12.2 Public Open House
A Public Open House was conducted on Tuesday June 23rd, 2015 at 6:30 pm.
Notice of the Open House was posted on the County’s website and distributed
to each lower-tier Municipality directly by the County. This was not a statutory
Open House in accordance with the Planning Act.
A total of eight (8) individuals attended the Public Open House. A PowerPoint
presentation outlining the project was provided to those in attendance
describing the intent of the project, history of lot creation in the County and
historical StatsCan data. Several graphics were also provided for the Public
to review, including historic lot creation broken down by lower tier, and the
current policies of the County Official Plan.
In addition copies of the
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Stakeholder Survey were distributed to all present to further gather the
opinion of the group.
Attendees expressed concern at the cost of agricultural land in the County, for
all types of farming operations. All attendees agreed that the preservation of
prime agricultural lands was vitally important to the community however their
main concern was the requirement to maintain a minimum lot size of 40
hectares (100 acres) as typically required by the Province.
Despite the limited numbers in attendance, the following issues were
discussed:
•

Whether a minimum lot size of 40 hectares impact existing lots of record
that are less than 40 hectares in size.

•

Where the minimum lot size of 40 hectares was established.

•

Impact of residential development on existing farm parcels.

•

The need for residential dwelling units to exist in conjunction with
greenhouse operations.

•

Financial viability of operating a winery on larger farm parcels.

•

Leasing / rental of lands for cash cropping purposes.

•

The different requirements for parcel sizes based on a variety of farm
types.

•

Why the Province feels the need to require a minimum lot size.

A common theme expressed during the question and answer period
surrounded the impact of this study on current parcel sizes. The property
owners that attended the Open House were concerned that the study results
would further restrict the existing lot creation permissions. Discussion also
related to succession and the desire to create new lots for the next generation
of children in the family agricultural business.

12.3 Stakeholder Meetings/Discussions
Two (2) days of stakeholder consultation were set aside as part of the
preparation of this Study. The purpose was to contact, and potentially meet
with interested stakeholder groups and members of the public, to personally
discuss their ideas and opinions and further engage them in the process.
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Direct communication was provided to all members of the Stakeholder
Consultation list via telephone and email, in advance of the Public Open House.
Copies of the Public Meeting Notice and Stakeholder Survey were provided via
email for distribution to group members in the case of an association or group,
and stakeholders were invited to contact The Jones Consulting Group Ltd., to
provide their input on the project.
Despite direct personal invitations by telephone and email communication,
there were no meetings requested by the stakeholders. We anticipate further
public input will continue following the release of this document to the public.

12.4 Stakeholder Survey
In order to further engage the public a Stakeholder Survey was created for
distribution (Appendix F). This survey was compiled and distributed to obtain
information directly from farm operators and members of the farming
community to garner a better understanding of the farm operations in the
area. The survey was designed to elicit specific feedback on existing farm
operations, ideal agricultural lot sizes, as well as establishing who the
respondent to the survey was and their relationship to farming.
The Stakeholder Survey was not successful in collecting feedback, as only two
surveys were received. The response to the survey is Nattributed to a number
of factors, namely the following:
•

The survey targeted farm operators who did not appear to be interested
in completing a survey.

•

The farming community appears to be more interested in learning about
the recommendations of this Study, rather than participating in
providing background research.

12.5 Statutory Public Meeting
Section 17(5) of The Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, as amended requires that
Council hold a statutory public meeting prior to Council’s consideration of an
Official Plan amendment. It is anticipated that consideration of an amendment
during this meeting will further contribute to the interest of the farming
community and result in further public comments and questions. Prior to the
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passage of an amendment all comments received will need to be considered
and incorporated where appropriate.

12.6 Implications for the Study
Based on the responses received to-date, it would appear as if the community
is waiting for the background research and recommendations of this Study to
be released in a compiled format in order to commence their participation.
Public consultation is encouraged to continue following the public presentation
of this Study.
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13.0

Essex in the Context of Southern Ontario

Essex County can be put in context relative to other Counties/Regions in
southern Ontario by completing multi-attribute analyses which provides a
relative comparison of the performance of Essex to those other areas. The
comparison, for purposes of this Study, can also be called a measure of
similarity/dissimilarity amongst different Counties or Regions. Multi-attribute
analyses are currently part of differentiating agricultural land as required by
the wording of the PPS (past and present) and a number of regions have
prepared or are preparing LEAR (Land Evaluation and Area Review) analyses
which differentiate the better from the poorer agricultural lands. This study
used the same simple additive weighted (SAW) methodology as the LEAR, but
with different variables, to show which Counties/Regions are performing
relatively better in agriculture within southern Ontario. Additionally, two other
methods, concordance and cluster analysis, have been used to measure the
relative similarity or dissimilarity amongst Counties/Regions.
Different databases are also used within the comparisons. Eight different
census information databases, derived within four different general categories
and identified within this Study as “economic”, “crop and livestock
production”, “crop yield”, as well as “fruit and vegetable”, have been used to
compare Essex County to other areas. The agricultural variables in each
database category are listed in Appendix K. The eight different census
information databases were used in analyses using two different additive
methods - Simple Additive Weighting and Concordance which provided 16
scores and ranking results. The results of the additive methods were then
compared, as a sensitivity analysis, to results obtained using only two
databases and cluster analysis.
The simple additive weighted (SAW) multi-attribute and concordance (CCC)
analyses generally assume that a high number is equal to a high agricultural
importance value. For example, having high gross income is better than
having low gross income. Other agricultural variables can be interpreted
differently so that a high value is assumed to be of low importance and of
negative agricultural value. In this instance, expenses associated with
agricultural operations can be viewed positively as contributing to the
economy and therefore, have a high value and high agricultural importance.
In contrast, from a business perspective, minimizing expenses is usually
characterized as high value and therefore has high agricultural importance.
In this latter instance, the values for expenses can be inverted so as to indicate
County of Essex Agricultural Lot Size Study
Prepared By: The Jones Consulting Group Ltd. & AgPlan Limited

122

that a lower expense value is of greater agricultural importance (in an additive
multi-attribute analysis). Data inversion might also be used when considering
the relative amount and frequency of use of fertilizers and pesticides.
Inversion was used only with the “economic” database in the work performed
for Essex County.
The use of different databases is meant as an indication of different
importance values (weighting). The analysis methods SAW and CCC also had
the option of weighting agricultural variables by multiplying them by an
importance value/weight. In the case of the analyses completed for Essex
County, the second method of weighting was not applied. Therefore, the
concordance (CCC) analyses are effectively presence/absence analyses as all
agricultural variables were given unit weight.
All of the databases were modified so as to be proportionate to the total
number of census farms reporting or to census farm area within a County or
Region so as to “correct” the information relative to the size and number of
farms found within each given County or Region. The information on “crop
yield” is already proportionate and therefore did not need to be modified.
However, “crop yield” data has a number of missing values because the
area/farm number was deemed to be too low to provide a reliable yield value.
Several “economic” databases were used in different SAW and CCC multiattribute analyses. When the “economic” database includes data on number
of farms reporting and the dollar value associated with land, buildings,
machinery, crops and livestock, as well as the number of farms reporting, and
dollar value associated with, farm expenses (expenses as listed in Table 7),
Essex County is ranked as number 3 out of 35 Counties/Regions for
“economic” data (Figure 52) when all variables are assumed to follow the rule
“high value equals high importance”. This relatively high economic rating for
Essex County is not surprising based on gross and net farm income (Figures
42 and 47) as well as total farm capital per farm and per acre (per farm data
is summarized in Figure 53).

County of Essex Agricultural Lot Size Study
Prepared By: The Jones Consulting Group Ltd. & AgPlan Limited

123

Niagara
York
Essex
Oxford
Hamilton
Halton
Perth
Peel
Haldimand-Norfolk
Waterloo
Prescott and Russell
Huron
Brant
Chatham-Kent
Middlesex
Wellington
Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry
Elgin
Ottawa
Durham
Simcoe
Dufferin
Lambton
Bruce
Prince Edward
Northumberland
Grey
Leeds and Grenville
Lennox and Addington
Kawartha Lakes
Peterborough
Hastings
Renfrew
Lanark
Frontenac

STANDARDIZED SCORE

STANDARDIZED SCORE FOR REGIONS/COUNTIES IN SOUTHERN ONTARIO BASED ON 2011
CENSUS ECONOMIC DATA (PROPORTIONATE TO TOTAL CENSUS FARM AREA AND TOTAL
CENSUS FARMS REPORTING)

100

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

Figure 52

County of Essex Agricultural Lot Size Study
Prepared By: The Jones Consulting Group Ltd. & AgPlan Limited

124

Peel
Halton
York
Oxford
Perth
Huron
Middlesex
Chatham-Kent
Essex
Lambton
Simcoe
Durham
Brant
Wellington
Elgin
Waterloo
Prescott and Russell
Dufferin
Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry
Hamilton
Ottawa
Haldimand-Norfolk
Niagara
Bruce
Prince Edward
Grey
Northumberland
Kawartha Lakes
Peterborough
Leeds and Grenville
Lennox and Addington
Lanark
Hastings
Frontenac
Renfrew

Total farm capital per farm

TOTAL FARM CAPITAL PER FARM FOR THE REGIONS/COUNTIES IN SOUTHERN ONTARIO
BASED ON CENSUS DATA 2011

6000000

5000000

4000000

3000000

2000000

1000000

0

Figure 53

County of Essex Agricultural Lot Size Study
Prepared By: The Jones Consulting Group Ltd. & AgPlan Limited

125

STANDARDIZED SCORE FOR REGIONS/COUNTIES IN SOUTHERN ONTARIO BASED ON 2011
CENSUS CROP AND LIVESTOCK DATA (PROPORTIONATE TO TOTAL CENSUS FARM AREA OR
TOTAL CENSUS FARMS REPORTING)
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Figure 54
The “crops and livestock production” database contains a proportionate
measure of the number of farms reporting as well as area or livestock number.
This database effectively is an indication of the diversity of agriculture within
a given County/Region because the Counties/Regions with the highest relative
proportion of farms reporting and the highest proportionate areas or livestock
numbers end up with the highest scores. In the case of the “crops and
livestock production” database, Essex County ranks as 28th out of 35 (Figure
53). When only area or livestock numbers are included in the analysis (Figure
54), Essex County ranks higher as 18th out of 35 Counties/Regions.
Using the “crop yield” database, Essex County ranks as 10th and the “fruit and
vegetables” database has Essex County ranking as 8th (Figures 54 and 55).

County of Essex Agricultural Lot Size Study
Prepared By: The Jones Consulting Group Ltd. & AgPlan Limited

126

Haldimand-Norfolk
York
Niagara
Hamilton
Waterloo
Elgin
Wellington
Chatham-Kent
Oxford
Brant
Durham
Simcoe
Prescott and Russell
Grey
Dufferin
Middlesex
Perth
Essex
Halton
Ottawa
Bruce
Huron
Peel
Northumberland
Prince Edward
Renfrew
Lambton
Hastings
Kawartha Lakes
Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry
Lennox and Addington
Peterborough
Frontenac
Leeds and Grenville
Lanark

STANDARDIZED SCORE

STANDARDIZED SCORE FOR REGIONS/COUNTIES IN SOUTHERN ONTARIO BASED ON 2011
CENSUS CROP AND LIVESTOCK AREA/NUMBER DATA (PROPORTIONATE TO TOTAL CENSUS
FARM AREA)

100

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

Figure 55

County of Essex Agricultural Lot Size Study
Prepared By: The Jones Consulting Group Ltd. & AgPlan Limited

127

Chatham-Kent
Elgin
Haldimand-Norfolk
Oxford
Middlesex
York
Simcoe
Hamilton
Durham
Essex
Waterloo
Lambton
Huron
Grey
Prince Edward
Wellington
Niagara
Kawartha Lakes
Ottawa
Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry
Brant
Perth
Bruce
Hastings
Northumberland
Lanark
Peterborough
Peel
Prescott and Russell
Dufferin
Halton
Leeds and Grenville
Renfrew
Lennox and Addington
Frontenac

STANDARDIZED SCORE

STANDARDIZED SCORE FOR REGIONS/COUNTIES IN SOUTHERN ONTARIO BASED ON 2011
CENSUS CROP YIELD DATA (PROPORTIONATE TO TOTAL CENSUS FARM AREA OR TOTAL
CENSUS FARMS REPORTING)

100

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

Figure 56

County of Essex Agricultural Lot Size Study
Prepared By: The Jones Consulting Group Ltd. & AgPlan Limited

128

STANDARDIZED SCORE FOR REGIONS/COUNTIES IN SOUTHERN ONTARIO BASED ON 2011
CENSUS FRUITS AND VEGETABLES DATA (PROPORTIONATE TO TOTAL CENSUS FARM AREA OR
TOTAL CENSUS FARMS REPORTING)
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Figure 57
Cluster analyses were completed in order to answer the question, “Do other
methods which measure relative similarity/dissimilarity support the findings
of the simple additive weighted analyses?” The cluster analyses used two
databases:
•
•

the fruits and vegetables data, and
the crops and livestock data.

The cluster analysis method, which is based on a sum of squares technique,
is relatively different mathematically from the simple additive weighted (SAW)
and concordance (CCC) methods. There are several different kinds of cluster
analysis and a single method called “Ward’s method” was chosen. Ward's
method uses the F value (like an ANOVA [Analysis of Variance]) to maximize
the significance of differences between cluster, which gives it the highest
statistical power of all methods (Statistics Solutions, 2015).
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The “fruits and vegetables” cluster analysis demonstrates that most of the
Counties/Regions are relatively similar (Figure 58). Hamilton, HaldimandNorfolk, Chatham-Kent and Essex form a single grouping and both York and
Niagara Regions are outliers and are dissimilar to other parts of southern
Ontario. The cluster analysis of “fruits and vegetables” data supports the SAW
analysis with one exception, that being Prince Edward County.
Similar to the cluster analysis using the “fruits and vegetables” data, the “crop
and livestock production” data (farms reporting as well as area/number data)
has both York and Niagara Regions as outliers, that is, relatively dissimilar
from the rest of the Counties/Regions in southern Ontario (Figure 59). This
cluster analysis does not support the SAW scores and rank of Essex County
as being grouped with the relatively poorer agricultural performance
Counties/Regions in southern Ontario.
Policy context
Multi-attribute analyses show that Essex ranks quite well in some instances
and quite poorly in other instances relative to other Counties/Regions in
southern Ontario. While Essex ranks highly with respect to the “economic”
analysis, the County is relatively poorer when measured against agricultural
production diversity based on “crops and livestock production” data.
Haldimand-Norfolk, York, Hamilton, and Niagara have more consistently high
multi-attribute scores relative to Essex. The significance of these score
differences relative to severance activity in agricultural areas will be examined
in the next section of this Study.
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13.1 Implications for the Study
Several multi-attribute databases were analyzed for relative agricultural
performance at the County/Regional scale in southern Ontario. Examples of
these analyses were summarized previously in Figures 52, 54, 55, 56 and 57.
A review of all 16 results (eight databases multiplied by two analysis
methods), reveals that five Counties/Regions, specifically Haldimand-Norfolk,
York, Hamilton, and Niagara, have the top five average standardized
agricultural performance scores. When the information is measured on the
basis of relative rank instead of standardized scores then the
Counties/Regions which are most often present in the top five include
Haldimand-Norfolk, York, Hamilton, and Niagara.
Essex County is only present once in the top five ranks. Essex distinguishes
itself with respect to the “economic” database and this high performance is
likely due more to gross and net income than to total farm capital value.
Alternatively, a review of the multi-attribute agricultural performance analyses
does not have Essex County scoring within the lowest five ranks at the
County/Regional scale. Therefore, Essex County tends to be part of the middle
performing group within southern Ontario. On the basis of a number of
agricultural performance measurements, Essex County is not unique (meaning
having a relatively high or relatively low average performance score) within
southern Ontario.
The results of the average standardized agricultural performance have been
summarized in a graph showing the average value with “whiskers”
demonstrating standard deviation (Figure 60). The number of times a
particular County or Region is present in the top five ranks has also been
summarized graphically (Figure 61).
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AVERAGE STANDARDIZED PERFORMANCE SCORES BASED ON 8 AGRICULTURAL CENSUS
DATABASES AND 2 ANALYSIS METHODS FOR COUNTIES/REGIONS IN SOUTHERN ONTARIO
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NUMBER OF TIMES A COUNTY/REGION IS RANKED WITHIN THE TOP 5 FOR AGRICULTURAL
PERFORMANCE BASED ON 8 CENSUS DATABASES AND 2 ANALYSIS METHODS

FREQUENCY OF RANKS 1 THROUGH 5
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Figure 61
What this section has not explained is whether severance activity that resulted
in smaller farm properties has negatively or positively impacted Essex County.
This fact pointed to the need to undertake an analysis that looks at the
relationships between single agricultural factors and multi-attribute analysis
scores relative to the severance activity in agricultural areas recorded by
Caldwell et al. (2011). The results of that analysis are found in Section 14.
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14.0

Lot Size Interrelational Analysis

The agricultural characteristics of Essex County, put in the context of other
geographic areas, has been based on single factor as well as multi-attribute
analyses as previously described within this Study. Several additional
analyses were completed to ascertain whether there were relationships
amongst the agricultural characteristics considered as part of this study as
well as the information gathered by Caldwell et al. (2011) concerning
severance activity in agricultural areas. The relationship, or rather its lack,
between
gross
and
net
income
and
number
of
agricultural
consents/severances has been previously described.
Other possible
relationships are considered in the following paragraphs.
Given that there are significant differences in common field crop yield
associated with soil capability class and that crop yield diminishes as soil
capability class becomes poorer, it is reasonable to suggest that agricultural
property sizes need to be larger in areas where there are relatively poorer
soils so as to allow for acceptable levels of gross and net income associated
with a minimum lot parcel size. Average lot parcel size was therefore
measured within the different soil capability classes found within Essex
County. The data was subsequently grouped on the basis of sub-tier
municipality. More specific information on the methods used are described in
Appendix J. The results of the analysis at the municipal level are summarized
in Figure 30 which examined the relationship between average soil
productivity and average agricultural lot/parcel size. The scatterplot in Figure
30 demonstrated that there was no relationship between average soil
productivity and average agricultural lot size. An acceptable relationship
would yield a line of best fit with an R2 value of greater than 0.8. Therefore,
changing the wording of policy to include the need to consider soil capability
when making decisions about farm severances, is not recommended.
A second analysis was completed to ascertain if there was a relationship
between the minimum agricultural land parcel size specified in planning
documents and the actual average land parcel size measured as part of this
Study. The results of the analysis summarized in Figure 31 indicated that
there was no relationship between the minimum agricultural lot size specified
in planning documents and the actual average property size recorded for each
sub- tier municipality. This finding would suggest that the use of a minimum
farm parcel/property size as specified in municipal policy is not necessary
because there is no evidence that the specified minimum makes a difference.
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The following eight scatter plot analyses consider various agricultural factors,
where Essex County is put in the context of the other 35 Regions or Counties
in southern Ontario. All of these analyses plot the position of Essex County
as a single point in a scatterplot. Then, a line of best fit is derived where the
line shown on the graph provides the highest R squared value for a linear,
exponential or logarithmic relationship.
The first analysis, summarized in Figure 62, is the only instance where an R2
value is high enough to suggest that there may be a relationship between the
variables considered. Figure 62 does indicate that high gross farm income
tends to be associated with smaller average census farm operation size. Essex
County occupies the area of the graph of relatively lower average census farm
operation size.
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GROSS FARM INCOME AND AVERAGE CENSUS FARM OPERATION
SIZE (2011 CENSUS) SHOWING AN EXPONENTIAL LINE OF BEST FIT
350
Stormont, Dundas and
Glengarry Prescott and Russell
Lennox and Addington
Bruce
Huron
Frontenac
Lambton
Prince
Edward
Elgin
Lanark
HastingsLeeds and Grenville Chatham-Kent
Northumberland Middlesex
Kawartha Lakes
Simcoe Ottawa Brant
Perth
Grey
Dufferin Peel
Oxford
Peterborough
Haldimand-Norfolk
Wellington
Durham
Halton York
Renfrew

AVERAGE CENSUS FARM OPERATION SIZE (ACRES)

300

250

200

Essex

Waterloo
Hamilton

150

R² = 0.6015

Niagara

100

50

0
$0.00

$500.00

$1,000.00

$1,500.00
$2,000.00
GROSS INCOME PER ACRE

$2,500.00

$3,000.00

$3,500.00

Figure 62

County of Essex Agricultural Lot Size Study
Prepared By: The Jones Consulting Group Ltd. & AgPlan Limited

137

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN NET ON-FARM INCOME AND AVERAGE FARM OPERATION SIZE
(2011 CENSUS) SHOWING AN EXPONENTIAL LINE OF BEST FIT
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Figure 63
Figure 63 indicates that high net income also tends to be associated with
smaller average census farm operation size but the R2 value is relatively low
at 0.36.
Some comparisons of severance activity at the County/Regional scale will be
described using data from Caldwell. This information on severance activity
will be used as an indication of agricultural farm parcel size in the absence of
specific descriptive statistics on agricultural farm parcel size variation within
and amongst different Counties/Regions.
Figure 64 shows that Essex County has had a relatively high level of severance
activity from 1990 to 2009 with the second-highest residential ratio for
Counties/Regions in southern Ontario. When the data is restricted to farm
splits, Essex County has the highest severance activity in southern Ontario as
summarized in Figure 65.
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RESIDENTIAL RATIO (AVERAGE NUMBER OF SEVERANCES PER 1000 ACRES)

COUNTY/REGIONAL COMPARISON OF RESIDENTIAL RATIO (AVERAGE NUMBER OF
SEVERANCES PER THOUSAND ACRES) FROM THE ANALYSES BY CALDWELL ET AL.
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COUNTY/REGIONAL COMPARISON OF NEW FARM SPLITS (AGRICULTURAL SEVERANCES)
FROM THE DATA ANALYSED BY CALDWELL ET AL.
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Figure 65
The relatively high level of severance activity in Essex County supports the
findings on relatively smaller average agricultural property size within the
County compared to other Counties/Regions.
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN AVERAGE STANDARDIZED SCORES FOR THE REGIONS/COUNTIES IN
SOUTHERN ONTARIO BASED ON 8 DIFFERENT 2011 CENSUS DATABASES, AND RESIDENTIAL
RATIO (AVERAGE NUMBER OF SEVERANCES PER 1000 ACRES, CALDWELL) SHOWING A
LOGARITHMIC LINE OF BEST FIT
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN STANDARDIZED SCORES FOR THE REGIONS/COUNTIES IN
SOUTHERN ONTARIO BASED ON CROP AND LIVESTOCK 2011 CENSUS DATA, AND
RESIDENTIAL RATIO (AVERAGE NUMBER OF SEVERANCES PER 1000 ACRES, CALDWELL)
SHOWING AN EXPONENTIAL LINE OF BEST FIT
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TOTAL GROSS FARM RECEIPTS PER ACRE (EXCLUDING FOREST
PRODUCTS SOLD) AND RESIDENTIAL RATIO (AVERAGE NUMBER OF SEVERANCES PER 1000
ACRES, CALDWELL) SHOWING A LOGARITHMIC LINE OF BEST FIT
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ON-FARM NET INCOME PER ACRE AND RESIDENTIAL RATIO
(AVERAGE NUMBER OF SEVERANCES PER 1000 ACRES, CALDWELL) SHOWING AN
EXPONENTIAL LINE OF BEST FIT
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TOTAL GROSS FARM RECEIPTS PER ACRE (EXCLUDING FOREST
PRODUCTS SOLD) AND NEW FARM SPLITS (SEVERANCES, CALDWELL) SHOWING A
LOGARITHMIC LINE OF BEST FIT
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ON FARM NET INCOME PER ACRE AND NEW FARM SPLITS
(SEVERANCES, CALDWELL) SHOWING A LINEAR LINE OF BEST FIT
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Figures 66 to 71 all show very little relationship (high scatter and very low R2
values) between various characteristics and “farm splits” or “residential ratio”
as defined by Caldwell. In summary, there is no relationship between:
•

average standardized multi-attribute scores and the residential ratio
(average number of severances per thousand acres) (Figure 66);

•

crop and livestock standardized multi-attribute scores and the
residential ratio (average number of severances per thousand acres)
(Figure 67);

•

gross farm receipts per acre and the residential ratio (average number
of severances per thousand acres) (Figure 68);

•

net on farm income and the residential ratio (average number of
severances per thousand acres) (Figure 69);

•

total gross farm receipts per acre and new farm splits (Figure 70);
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•

net on-farm income and new farm splits (Figure 71).

In Figures 66 to 71, Essex County tends to be an outlier relative to where
most Counties/Regions are scattered on the graph.

14.1 Implications for the Study
The objective of the analyses presented in Section 14 was to find a relationship
between average farm parcel size and/or severance activity to a level where
a line of best fit had an R2 value greater than or equal to 0.8. None of the
relationships examined reach the value 0.8. There is some limited relationship
between gross farm income and average farm operation size (which is not
equivalent to agricultural land parcel size) with an R2 value equal to 0.6. As
well, there is some relationship between net farm income and average farm
operation size with an R2 value of approximately 0.36. All other analyses
completed indicate no relationship between:
i.

average multi-attribute standardized agricultural performance scores
and the residential ratio calculated by Caldwell;

ii.

crops and livestock standardized scores and residential ratio;

iii.

gross farm receipts per unit area and residential ratio;

iv.

on-farm net income per unit area and residential ratio;

v.

gross farm receipts per unit area and new farm splits (Caldwell’s data);
and

vi.

on farm net income per unit area and new farm splits.

The analyses generally indicate that the influence of farm severances on
several agricultural factors is insufficient to result in a simple mathematical
relationship between each factor and farm severances. All of the analyses
tend to show Essex County as an outlier relative to most other
Counties/Regions in southern Ontario.
The analyses support the conclusion that farm severance activity (residential
and farm) has not resulted in improved or poorer agricultural performance.
Agriculture in Essex County is doing reasonably well irrespective of its high
severance activity and relatively low agricultural land parcel size. The data
analyses do not support a conclusion that minimum agricultural lot sizes
should be enlarged or reduced.
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15.0

Summary Findings & Recommendations

This Section contains a summary of the findings of each of the previous
Sections of this Study, a summary matrix and recommendations.

15.1 Summary Findings
The agricultural data examined as part of this Lot Size Study indicate that:
a) Soil capability in Essex County is on average Class 2 with very little
difference amongst sub-tier municipalities.
b) The climate in Essex County is the warmest in Ontario.
c) Less than 7% (445 lots) of all agricultural lots in the County are 40
hectares (100 acres) in size or larger, and they comprise 20% of the
total potential agricultural land area. By comparison, 78.2% (5,210
lots) are less than 24 hectares (60 acres) in size, and comprise 54% of
the total potential agricultural lots.
d) Historic consent activity between 1983 to 2014 demonstrates that there
has been, and continues to be, interest in creating new lots in the
agricultural areas of the County. Depending on the lot size permissions
established by County Council in the County Official Plan, hundreds, if
not thousands, of new lots could be created in the agricultural
designation throughout the County.
e) Agricultural lands are predominantly used for common field crop
production or field crop production and more than 50% of that
production is soybeans (refer to Section 7.2).
f) Approximately 3.6% of the area of Essex County is used for fruit and
vegetable production. The land area in fruit and vegetable production
has been decreasing over time.
g) There is a trend to more of the fruit production area being in vinifera
grape production.
h) Essex County greenhouse production is increasing over time and is the
largest and most intensive in Canada.
i) The kinds of crops and greenhouse production vary with each sub-tier
municipality in Essex County.
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j) Livestock production in Essex County is decreasing.
k) Gross income per unit area for greenhouse vegetable production is much
higher than land-based vegetable production and both greenhouse and
soil-based vegetable and fruit production have higher gross income than
do common field crops.
l) Gross farm receipts and net on farm income are high in Essex County
and the gross and net values vary by sub-tier municipality.
m) Total farm capital for Essex County is relatively high in the context of
southern Ontario.
n) Multi-attribute analyses demonstrate that Essex County scores
relatively higher for an “economic” analysis, “fruit and vegetable
production” and “crop yield”. Essex County scores relatively poorer in
the context of “crops and livestock” data.
o) Average census farm operation sizes vary by sub-tier municipality and
the average farm operation size for Essex County is relatively lower in
the context of southern Ontario.
p) Scatterplot comparisons with R2 values relative to lines of best fit
indicate that there is no relationship between:
•

average standardized multi-attribute scores and the residential
ratio (average number of severances per thousand acres);

•

crop and livestock standardized multi-attribute scores and the
residential ratio (average number of severances per thousand
acres);

•

gross farm receipts per acre and the residential ratio (average
number of severances per thousand acres);

•

net on farm income and the residential ratio (average number of
severances per thousand acres);

•

total gross farm receipts per acre and new farm splits;

•

net on-farm income and new farm splits.

q) The data analyses indicate that Essex County can be distinguished from
other Counties/Regions because of its large greenhouse vegetable crop
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production, gross and net farm income as well as relatively high
severance activity in agricultural areas.
r) The quantitative analyses seeking mathematical relationships between
the high severance activity related to the relative agricultural
performance of Essex County and the other Counties/Regions in
southern Ontario, for the most part, indicates that there is no
relationship between that severance activity and a broad spectrum of
analyses and the agricultural characteristics measured.

15.2 Summary Matrix
The study has brought together the findings of each section through the use
of a summary matrix which is found in Table 9 below.
The summary table illustrates that five categories independently supported
larger agricultural lot sizes, while only one category independently supported
smaller agricultural lot sizes. However, the notable finding is that in four
categories there was evidence found that supported either smaller or larger
lot sizes. For example, the inter-relational analyses do not support a
conclusion that minimum agricultural lot sizes should be enlarged or reduced.
In reviewing the implications for each component in the summary table below,
the Study also determined that although all sections contained important
information, some were considered to have more importance, and others less
importance, in arriving at a recommended lot size approach for Essex County.
Table 9: Summary Matrix
Section/Category
Smaller Lot
Size

Larger Lot
Size

Relative
Importance

County/PPS Policy

X

More

Lot Pattern & Size Analysis

X

More

Historic Consent Activity

X

Less

Existing Farm Types

X

More

Soil Classification

X

X

Less

Lower-Tier Policies

X

X

Less

X

Less

X

More

Trends
Impediments

X

Public Consultation

X
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Essex Context

X

X

Less

Inter-relational Analysis

X

X

More

The Study considered five categories to be more important in arriving at a
recommended lot size approach. The ‘more important categories’ include:
County and PPS policy, Lot Pattern & Size Analysis, Existing Farm Types,
Impediments, and the Inter-relational Analysis. The importance rating is
based on the consensus reached by the authors of this Study based primarily
on the wording of policy and on the results of various analyses already outlined
within this Study.

15.3 Recommendations
Upon commencing research for this Study, it was anticipated that the findings
would lead to clearly defined lot size recommendations for general agricultural
lots, agriculture-related lots and specialty crop lots. However, the research
provided a much deeper understanding of agriculture throughout the County,
and recommended that there is no need to establish different lot sizes for
agricultural lots, agriculture-related lots and specialty crop lots.
This
recommendation is based primarily on the fact that the vast majority of lots
throughout the County are smaller than 24 hectares (60 acres), and no
evidence was found to suggest that additional smaller lots are needed or will
positively contribute to agriculture in the County.
The recommendation of this Study is to maintain OMAFRA’s recommended
minimum agricultural lot size of 40 hectares (100 acres) for the following
reasons:
a) The Provincial Policy Statement and County of Essex Official Plan
discourage lot creation in Prime Agricultural Areas.
b) The analyses did not provide evidence to suggest that a smaller lot size
will have a positive impact on agriculture in the County or maintain
flexibility for future changes in the type or size of agricultural operations
(2014 PPS Section 2.3.4.1 a)).
c) The agricultural experts at OMAFRA support the 40 hectare (100 acres)
minimum lot size for the following reasons (refer to Section 12.1 for a
more details):
i.

Increased efficiency is associated with the trend to larger farm
operations;
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ii.

There is increased public safety by reducing the travel between
smaller farm parcels that form part of a larger farm operation;

iii.

There is no limitation to new farmers because there are
numerous options available to new farmers to utilize existing
smaller parcels or portions of larger parcels;

iv. The remaining larger parcels allow flexibility in that they are
suitable to other farming types, such as raising livestock;
v.

Greenhouse lot area needs are increasing;

vi. Competition for smaller land parcels from non-farm residents
increases with lower minimum farm parcel sizes; and,
vii. A healthy agricultural industry is comprised of a variety of farm
types that exist on a variety of parcel sizes.
d) The County should protect the limited number of larger agricultural
parcels that remain. Less than 7% of the agricultural lots in the County
are 40 hectares (100 acres) in size or greater. As demonstrated through
the agricultural lot parcel analysis and historic consent activity, the
County and local municipalities have amply provided opportunities for
farmers to utilize smaller agricultural lots, by allowing the vast majority
(78.2%) of agricultural lots to be less than 24 hectares (60 acres) in
size.
e) Since the approval of the 2005 PPS, an average of 15 agricultural lot
splits have occurred each year in Essex County, which demonstrates the
continued pressure to reduce the parcel size in Essex County.
f) Livestock production in the County is declining, while field crops, which
requires larger areas for mechanized production, are increasing.
g) There is no evidence, based on the relative age of Essex farmers, to
suggest that a smaller agricultural lot size permission would improve
access to new farmers entering the industry. The fact is that there are
many smaller lots available but young farmers in the County are not
taking advantage of those smaller lots. The average age of farmers in
Essex is still increasing. In contrast, the evidence suggests that new
smaller agricultural lot creation will increase competition between
farmers and non-farmers, which may make lots less affordable to
new/young farmers.
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h) Farm operation size in Essex County has increased over the past 10
years.
i) New residential house construction in the agricultural areas will slow
down and correspondingly reduce the pressures for service delivery
expansions.
j) Smaller lot size recommendations specific to fruit and vegetable
production, vineyards and greenhouses have not been made because
there is an existing relatively large supply of smaller lots available for
those uses in Essex County. Additionally, general fruit and vegetable
production is decreasing in the County while vineyard and greenhouse
areas are increasing. In the case of vineyards, flexibility in the
interpretation and scale of agriculture-related uses and on-farm
diversified uses is, in our opinion, of greater importance than is lot size.
With respect to greenhouses, data analyses, field observations as well
as photo interpretation indicate that greenhouse size is increasing and,
in some instances, greenhouses cross agricultural land parcel
boundaries. Therefore, a minimum size related to greenhouses is not
recommended.
In our professional opinion, in the absence of conclusive evidence that smaller
agricultural lot sizes will improve the agricultural industry in the County,
and/or maintain flexibility for future changes in the type or size of agricultural
operations, then the Provincial standard of 40 hectares (100 acres) should be
maintained.
The Study does acknowledge that there is some evidence that a smaller lot
size will not have a negative impact on existing agricultural operations in Essex
County. However, there are potential negative economic impacts associated
with the potential creation of hundreds, if not thousands, of new agricultural
lots.
The Study authors have adopted the viewpoint that the test of no negative
impact is quite distinct from creating a positive impact that will protect
agricultural flexibility. Given the inability to predict the changes that may
occur to agriculture, it is concluded that a 40 hectare (100 acre) minimum
agricultural parcel size best protects the interests of the agricultural industry
in Essex County and is reasonable policy. Furthermore, while the test of ‘no
negative impact’ can be found in the Provincial Policy Statement, it is not
associated with agricultural lot creation. The test of ‘no negative impact’ is
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only associated Provincially significant natural heritage features, protecting
the quality and quantity of water, and site servicing.
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16.0

Conclusion

In accordance with the Terms of Reference, this Study researched and
analyzed the following topics to identify an appropriate agricultural lot size in
Essex County:
1. Determined and evaluated the current lot pattern within the County of
Essex and conducted a parcel size analysis.(Section 5)
2. Researched the past 10 year history of agricultural consent activity by
type and location by accessing severance records from the lower tier
municipalities.(Section 6)
3. Reviewed the existing types of farming operations in the County, i.e.,
field crops, greenhouses, livestock, fruits and vegetables, etc., the
percentage of agricultural land devoted to each type of farming, and
their importance to the economic well-being of the County.(Section 7)
4. Reviewed the existing soil types within the County, the percentage of
agricultural land occupied by each soil type, and the potential impact on
the minimum agricultural lot size necessary for the various types of
agricultural uses that may utilize these areas.(Section 8)
5. Reviewed the existing lower tier policies regarding lot creation in the
agricultural designations, identified their difference, and determined
their conformity with the PPS. (Section 9)
6. Reviewed the recent relevant trends in agriculture and the potential
impacts on farm size requirements.(Section 10)
7. Identified the major impediments to investing in farming in Essex
County.(Section 11)
8. Engaged the appropriate stakeholders, i.e., farming federations and
associations, the farming community, agriculture and agriculturerelated businesses and organizations, real estate appraisers, etc., to
obtain meaningful input into the preparation of the Study.(Section 12)
This Study recommends that a standardized 40 hectare (100 acre) minimum
lot size be established for all agricultural uses, including agriculture-related
uses. If this recommendation is approved by County Council, then the process
to amend the County Official Plan will be initiated.
It is important to note that this recommendation will not require that all
existing or future agricultural operations be located on 40 hectare (100 acre)
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parcels, but rather, if there was a desire for the use to be located on a smaller
lot, then the operator would need to locate the operation on one of the
numerous existing smaller lots located throughout the County.
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Appendix G:
ALGORITHM 1

GIS ALGORITHMS
GENERAL PROCEDURE/PROTOCOL LIST FOR GIS MAPPING

Work Description/List
Part One - existing published information
1

Obtain information (geo-referenced shape files and relational data bases) for
the broadest scale used in the study (usually the County or Regional scale) from
the municipality/Township, Region/County, MNR or OMAFRA for:

1a

base map information such as roads, rivers, lakes, site and/or study area
boundaries political boundaries, climate etc (LIO, Region)

1b

agricultural soils and Canada Land Inventory (CLI) information (LIO)

1c

geo-referenced aerial photo base (various sources)

1d

property boundaries and property area database (MPAC, County)

1e

agricultural land use (LIO, AAFC)

1f

farm tax rated parcels or agricultural land use fields(OMAFRA, LIO, Agricultural
Atlas)

1g

planning designation and zoning (with emphasis on specialty crop areas, prime
agricultural lands and rural areas), settlement area boundaries, natural heritage
resource areas and other databases as necessary (Region/County,
Municipality/Township).

2

Combine information from steps 1 a to g in appropriate layers.

3

Produce summary results of the data base matrices for soils, soil capability,
agricultural land use, land use, planning designation, zoning, property size, farm
tax rating, in the form of a multitabbed Excel chart (or as separate Excel files,
whichever works best); these matrices will be used at 2 different scales,
County/Region, Municipality/Township and will include all data layer polygons
and their characteristics for a given area or a set of areas.

4

Produce single factor map examples for review.

Part Two - change and/or add information to database(s)
5

Examine each data layer singly and combined with other layers for correlations,
anomolies/errors and modify information (if required). The data checking
method for the soils map is part of a separate algorithm related to the production
of a unique soil symbol list (algorithm 2).
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Add new information to newly created columns in the database(s) (for example,
add soil potential ratings for specialty crops to soil map database where such
information is available. There will likely be changes to the agricultural land use
map with emphasis on what areas are currently used for specialty crop
production.)

6

Part Three - measurement
7

Planning designation information should be used to "blackout", where blacked
out areas are not included in the calculations (those areas which are not
agricultural or rural (e.g. urban settlement areas, industrial, commercial,
institutional, residential uses in agricultural areas). Depending on whether
agriculture can occur within natural heritage features, some natural heritage
features may also need to be removed from the calculations.

8

Prepare a metabase of results from layer combinations, for example, soil
capability class and soil productivity by property or property class, in Excel
format at the broadest to the site specific scales that are being used within the
assessment (County and Township scales).
The specific requirements are
outlined in algorithm 3.

9

Prepare summary maps (formatted as PDF files, minimum size 11" x 17") that
show the results of the combination of different data layers. For example, soil
capability by property or by property class; property size in specialty crop areas
versus common field crop and livestock areas. Interpret the distribution of the
information within a county or study area.

10

Make newly created databases and maps available for public review and modify
databases, metabases, maps, as necessary, based on local knowledge.

11

Repeat steps 7 and 8 to provide new or modified databases, metabases and
mapping.

Part Four - Additional single factor and/or interpretive maps
12

There may be a requirement to produce single factor maps or additional
interpretive maps. These maps would be based on a column or columns already
part of the existing databases or metabases.

13

There may also be a requirement to add a map variable such as climate to
subdivide a study area. Subsequently, separate interpretive classifications will
need to be produced for each of the new areas subdivided on the basis of the
new variables such as climate added to the analysis

ALGORITHM 2
1

CREATING A UNIQUE SOIL SYMBOL LIST
Obtain/use the soils database for all soil map polygons (LIO/OMAFRA)
provided with the shape files for the soil map.
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2

Reduce database to columns providing data for soil series name, soil series
symbol, slope gradient, slope class, stoniness class, soil capability class,
drainage class, surface texture (SOIL_NAME1, Symbol1, SLOPE1, CLASS1,
STONINESS1, CLI1, DRAINAGE1, ATEXTURE1, SOIL_NAME2, SYMBOL2,
SLOPE2, CLASS2, STONINESS2, CLI2, CLI2_1, CLI2_2, DRAINAGE2,
ATEXTURE2) for a total of 16 columns (for some Regions/Counties there are
3 possible soils in a soil complex; therefore, there would be 24 columns of
information).

3

Set up the reduced database (only 16 columns have been selected but all
soil polygons on the map are listed) from step 2 so that the 2nd component
of soil complexes identified in the previous step with the suffix “2” are
effectively listed sequentially within the 8 columns identified for the sole or
primary (where primary and secondary soils are present for soil complexes)
soil series information listed with the suffix “1”. This could be done by
“blocking on” the 8 columns for the 2nd part of soil complexes (all having
the suffix “2”) and physically moving it to occupy the rows “underneath” the
soil information listed with the suffix “1”. This database can be defined as
the “all polygons data”.

4

Program GIS to:

a)

Choose 1st row of this 8 column data and “save” to the unique symbol list.

b)

Choose the 2nd row in the “all polygons” data and compare it to the 1st row
and if any one or more of the components in the 8 columns are different,
“save” the information to the unique symbol list.

c)

For each subsequent row in the “all polygons data” as set out in step 3,
compare the values in the all polygons data to the 8 columns found within
the unique symbol list and if any of the data in the 8 columns all polygons
data is different from that in any row of the unique symbol list, “print” the
information in that row to the unique symbol list.

d)

Continue the comparison for all polygons identified on the soil map.

e)

Produce the unique symbols list (that is, a list with no duplicates).

Subsequent steps
5

Send the unique symbol list in Excel format to the agrologist for review.

6

Analyze unique symbol list for soil capability values that are incorrect given
information in the remaining 7 columns (i.e., look for inconsistencies).

7

Change soil capability on the basis of Canada Land Inventory for Agriculture
“rules” and/or newer published soil capability ratings.

8

Add a column to the data for changes/corrections in soil capability class if
errors are observed.

9

Modify soil capability map on the basis of corrections.
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10

Produce specialty crop group soil potential ratings for each unique symbol if
this rating is part of the analysis.
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Appendix H: SOIL PRODUCTIVITY INDEX and SOIL POTENTIAL INDEX
CALCULATION
SOIL PRODUCTIVITY INDEX CALCULATION
The soil productivity index is an arithmetic mean that expresses the relative
occurrence of soil capability classes 1 to 7 on selected properties or within
specified boundaries. The index is most often based on soil productivity
ratings (Hoffman, 1973). Areas with the highest soil capability index will have
mainly class 1 land. Areas with a low index will consist of lower soil
capabilities. The productivity index method has been used because it provides
a single number derived from a listing, by proportion, of the soil capability
classes 1 through 7 which allows for direct comparison among different areas
or sites.
Impacts on soil capability will generally be greatest on an area with a high soil
capability index; that is, impacts will be highest when good (higher capability
land) is lost to development.
Method
Soil Productivity Index =
(proportion of area of class 1 soils x 1.0)
+ (proportion of area of class 2 soils x 0.8) +
(proportion of area of class 3 soils x 0.64) +
(proportion of area of class 4 soils x 0.49) +
(proportion of area of class 5 soils x 0.33) +
(proportion of area of class 6 soils x 0.17) +
(proportion of area of class 7 soils x 0.02)
The area of each soil map unit was measured and areas of similar soil
capability were summed for CLI classes 1 to 7 lands. The area was calculated
for each CLI class and subsequently multiplied by a productivity index
corresponding to each soil class. The productivity index is specific to each
capability class. The proportion of each area occupied by each soil capability
class was multiplied by the corresponding soil productivity value (following
Hoffman, 1973) and products were subsequently summed to obtain a soil
productivity index for lands affected by or potentially affected by
development.
SOIL POTENTIAL RATING FOR FRUITS AND VEGETABLES
Soil potential ratings are based on crop groupings and classes described for
Brant County by Acton (1989) and for Niagara Region by Kingston and Presant
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(1989). Crop suitability class descriptors in the original Kingston and Presant’s
report have been placed in an ordinal scale for soil potential as outlined in the
following:
• Good (G) –
1
• Fair to Good (F-G) – 2
• Fair (F) –
3
• Poor to Fair (P-F) –
4
• Poor (P) –
5
• Very Poor (VP) –
6
• Unsuitable (U) 7
A matrix is created having rows which are the different soils found within a
given area in the columns are for the crop groupings. The highest or best
rating is class 1 and those soils that are unsuitable rated lowest as class 7.
Climate has been assumed to limit the production of peaches, nectarines,
apricots, cherries and vinifera grapes within the Brant County and the soil
potential rating has been modified to class 7 (unsuitable) on the basis of that
climate limitation. An average specialty crop soil potential rating was
calculated by adding the classes for the separate crops or crop groupings and
dividing it by the total number of those crop groups (8 crop groupings
following Acton and 20 crop groupings following Kingston and Presant).
The application of this average soil potential rating is limited to comparisons
at a provincial and regional/county scale at its broadest extent but depending
on variations in climate may only be suitable as a relative rating at the
municipal or township level.
It should also be noted that the soil potential rating is an average and that
there may be individual crops that will grow very well on a particular soil. In
other words, a soil with an average specialty crop potential class 4 rating may
actually contain one or two crop groupings with soil potential ratings at a
higher level - that is, soil potential subclass 2, for example.
Soil Potential Index
The average soil potential index is an arithmetic mean that expresses the
relative occurrence of soil potential ratings 1 to 7 on selected properties or
within specified boundaries. Areas with the highest soil potential index will
have mainly rating 1 land. Areas with a low index will consist of lower soil
potential (5-7) for specialty crops. The potential index method has been used
because it provides a single number derived from a listing, by proportion, of
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the soil potential ratings 1 through 7 in a given area which allows for direct
comparison among different areas or sites.
Method
Soil Potential Index =

(proportion
(proportion
(proportion
(proportion
(proportion
(proportion
(proportion

of area of rating 1 soils
of area of rating 2 soils
of area of rating 3 soils
of area of rating 4 soils
of area of reading 5 soils
of area of rating 6 soils
of area of class 7 soils x 7)

x
x
x
x
x
x

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

+
+
+
+
+
+

The area of each soil map unit was measured using GIS and areas of similar
soil potential were summed for potential ratings 1 to 7 lands. The soil
productivity index and and the soil potential index both tend to correlate with
soil capability class.
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Appendix I:

MAP SCALE

The ability to show a map polygon of a particular size varies with the scale of
the map relative to the technology used to draw the map. This occurs
irrespective of the character of the information displayed within the polygon.
There are limitations to how small a polygon can be and be visible as a polygon
on any given map. Table 4 summarizes information on minimum mappable
area similar to that presented within the Food Land Guidelines (1978) with the
addition of information for the scale of 1:63,360 because that is the scale of
many of the soil maps in southern Ontario. Table 5 provides additional
information about how a square map unit in cm2 would relate to the land area
at different map scales.
At a scale of 1:63,360 minimum mappable area is 16.2 ha or 40 acres. On
that basis many changes that can be observed in the field will not be identified
on many of the County/Region soil maps produced in southern Ontario.
TABLE 4
Field Distance
Represented by Map
Map Scale
Lines
Metres
Feet
1:1,000,000
1000
3250
1:500,000
500
1625
1:250,000
250
812
1:125,000
125
400
1:63,360
63
207
1:50,000
50
160
1:25,000
25
80
1:10,000
10
32
1:5000
5
16

Minimum Area
Identifiable on Map
(40 mm²)
Hectares Acres
4000
9900
1000
2500
250
620
62.5
150
16.2
40
10
25
2.5
6
0.4
1
0.1
0.25
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Table 5 The Relationship Between Map Scale, Map Unit Area (cm2)*
Map Unit
Area cm2

0.25
0.5
1
5
10
100

1:5,000 1:20,000
(ha)
(ha)
0.06
1
0.13
2
0.25
4
1.25
20
2.5
40
25
400

Map Scale
1:50,000 1:100,000 1:250,000
(ha)
(ha)
(ha)
6.25
25
156
12.5
50
312
25
100
625
125
500
3125
250
1000
6250
2500
10000
62500

From Mapping Systems Working Group, 1981. Province of British Columbia.
1997. Soil inventory methods for British Columbia.
https://www.for.gov.bc.ca/hts/risc/pubs/teecolo/soil/soil-2.htm#t-2-1
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Appendix J: SOIL CLASSIFICATION AND SOIL SURVEY
Ontario’s published soil surveys follow a hierarchical system of soil
classification to represent a three-dimensional area called a pedon
(see
http://sis.agr.gc.ca/cansis/publications/manuals/1998-cssc-ed3/
This three-dimensional area is intended to be
cssc3_manual.pdf ).
represented as a two-dimensional map polygon usually shown as the soil
series on soil maps in Ontario. Soil characteristics such as texture and
particle size are a part of a continuum and the soil map also must present a
landscape continuum as part of a discrete map polygon. In short, soils are
represented as discrete units on a map even though the soils themselves are
not discrete. As a result, there can be and there has been different ways of
representing changes in soils that have been mapped within Ontario and
within parts of the rest of the world. Not surprisingly, the opportunity
to represent soils in different ways has resulted in significant changes in
the approach to mapping soils over the time within which soil surveys
have been published in Ontario. The older soil surveys tend to lump large
areas into soil map polygons, whereas newer soil surveys have smaller more
detailed polygons.
Newer soil surveys also tend to have complexes
(which are soil map polygons containing 2 or more soil series and/or
two a more soil capability classes and subclass limitations). Examples of more
recent soil surveys include Niagara, Haldimand-Norfolk, Brant, Kent,
Middlesex, Ottawa urban fringe, Ottawa-Carlton and the soils component
within the report titled State of the Resources for the Duffin-Rouge
Agricultural Preserve. A review of older as well as newer Ontario soil reports
indicates the following:
• soil series with the same name may not have the same characteristics
between Counties and/or Regions,
• some soil series identified in detailed field studies are not always
represented in the County/Regional published soil survey within which
the detailed work is being completed; and,
• not all of the soil capabilities assigned to a particular soil series are
consistent from one soil report to another soil report.
The significance of the difference between old mapping styles and newer ones
can be illustrated by using an old soil report and comparing the old soil map
to a newer map. Both maps were produced by government staff. Within
Durham Region as well as a part of York Region an area identified as an
Agricultural Preserve was remapped (Schut et al) at a scale of 1:20,000 in
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1994 relative to two maps produced in 1956 (Olding et al.) and 1955 (Hoffman
and Richards) both at a scale of 1:63,360. A review of these older and newer
maps shows that:
•
•

there are differences in the number and size of soil polygons and the
differences in the soil polygons represent differences in soil series and
soil phases, and
soil capability values assigned to each of the soil polygons are different
from older map to newer map.

When the soil capability information is calculated as a productivity index, the
old map assigned a productivity index of 0.91 (equivalent to capability class 1
soils) to that part of the Agricultural Preserve located within Durham Region
whereas the new map has a productivity index of 0.66 that is relatively
equivalent to capability class 3 (0.64). This information demonstrates that
the soil productivity within the Preserve is significantly lower than the original
mapping by Olding et al. (1956) would indicate. Given that some of the soils
mapped in the Preserve by Schut et al. (1994, OMAF) require tile drainage,
this tile drainage would need to be in place in order to reach the average
productivity index value of 0.66.
RATING FOR COMMON FIELD CROPS
The original soil capability classification is part of the Canada Land Inventory
(CLI) and used an ordinal scale having the numbers 1 through 7. (A discussion
of the definition of different scales is available in many mathematics texts.
Siegel (1956) outlines a good summary matrix of the definitions for different
scales that can be related to statistical tests). Alternatively, Velleman and
Wilkinson (1993) describe mathematical scales as part of a continuum and
argue that the use of specific statistical tests for specific scales is
inappropriate. Irrespective of scale, the CLI capability interpretation was
derived on the basis of “research data, recorded observations, and
experience” and was not intended for use as an indicator of the “most
profitable use of land”.
The class, the broadest category in the capability classification, is a grouping
of subclasses that have the same relative degree of limitation or hazard. The
limitation or hazard becomes progressively greater from class 1 to class 7.
The class indicates the general suitability of the soils for agricultural use.
Class 1 -

Soils in this class have no significant limitations in use for crops.
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Class 2 -

Soils in this class have moderate limitations that restrict the range
of crops or require moderate conservation practices.

Class 3 -

Soils in this class have moderately severe limitations that restrict
the range of crops or require special conservation practices or
both.

Class 4 -

Soils in this class have severe limitations that restrict the range of
crops or require special conservation practices or both.

Class 5 -

Soils in this class have very severe limitations that restrict their
capability of producing perennial forage crops, and improvement
practices are feasible.

Class 6 -

Soils in this class are capable only of producing perennial forage
crops and improvement practices are not feasible.

Class 7 -

Soils in this class have no capability for arable agriculture or
permanent pasture.

Agricultural soils information is currently available in old-style printed format
as well as in digital format. The original information with all presented as soil
survey reports with accompanying soil maps. Some more recent soil survey
publications include a separate interpretive map for soil capability following
the rules outlined in the Canada Land Inventory Soil Capability Classification
for Agriculture. However, most reports contain a section that has a matrix
summarizing soil capability classes for different soil series and phases relative
to slope class. The very early soil reports prior to the 1960s tend to have a
descriptive summary of the relative merits of different soil series for common
field crop production - a precursor to the CLI soil capability classification.
When the CLI soil capability classification work was started, a list of all the soil
series was compiled and a soil capability class assigned to each soil series
having a given set of limitation such as slope class and stoniness class. This
information served as a base and blueprint maps, produced by projecting soil
polygon/map unit boundaries on to topographic maps at a scale of 1 to
50,000, summarized capability on a County basis. When the County work was
being done, additional detailed soil surveys were completed in several smaller
sample areas to assist in assigning soil capability classes to the soils/soil
polygons found within the County. The blueprint maps served (without edit)
as the base for the production of generalized 1: 250,000 scale soil capability
maps by the Federal Government in Ottawa. The same blueprint maps were
also used as a data source when the soil surveys for Ontario were digitized by
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OMAFRA. The digitizing included matching soil polygon series and soil
capability information at the boundaries between Counties/Regions.
Additionally, a number of more detailed soil surveys have been completed and
the soil capabilities outlined in these published reports do not always match
the soil capability values assigned on the blueprint maps. As a result, soil
capability values can come from a number of different sources as follows:
the unpublished summary of capability classes assigned to all of the soil
series present as a result of mapping up to the 1960s;
• the blueprint map soil capability classes;
• the separate County summary data prepared as the base for the
blueprint maps;
• the soil capability classes assigned within published soil reports after the
1960s some of which result because of published scientific information
about the effects of soil characteristics such as density on soil capability.
Other soil capabilities have been derived because of the identification of new
soil series, new soil phases and differing opinions about the capability of
different soils
•

Subsequently, research by Hoffman (1973) indicated that soil capability class
was an indicator of common field crop yields and productivity (yield) indices
could be derived on the basis of those yields. The indices, described more
specifically in Appendix H, are used as an “average” for three crops: oats,
barley, and corn.
The soil capability class ordinal scale could then be converted into an interval
scale using Hoffman’s (1973) data. The data used to create the interval scale
are based on older soil surveys and the soil capability class summaries
associated with the older surveys are summarized by Hoffman and Noble
(1975). New surveys have been completed for Regions such as Middlesex,
Elgin and Niagara. In these new surveys, as a result of work by McBride
(1983), the soil capability classes for some soils have been changed to a lower
class, particularly for soils with a high clay content. While McBride’s work has
been related to average yield data, on a County or Regional basis, no Site
specific yield data has been used to confirm that the newer changes to soil
capability class is supported by specific yields as was completed in Hoffman’s
(1973) research. Therefore, the capability classes used in the newer soil
surveys, such as the one for Niagara, might better be described as being part
of an ordinal scale.
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Regardless of the difference of opinion concerning arithmetic scale, yield data,
and productivity indices, both data sources and methods have been
investigated as part of the work described in the following paragraphs.
The original soil capability rating report (Environment Canada, 1972) has a
number of assumptions which have been applied to the interpretation of soil
Map 2. Two of these assumptions (Environment Canada, 1972) are germane
to a discussion on the capability of the subject lands and are as follows:
•
•

Good soil management practices that are feasible and practical under a
largely mechanized system of agriculture are assumed.
Soils considered feasible for improvement by draining, by irrigating, by
removing stones, by altering soil structure, or by protecting from
overflow, are classified according to their continuing limitations or
hazards in use after the improvements have been made. The term
“feasible” implies that it is within present day economic possibility for
the farmer to make such improvements and it does not require a major
reclamation project to do so. Where such major projects have been
installed, the soils are grouped according to the soil and climatic
limitations that continue to exist. A general guide as to what is
considered a major reclamation project is that such projects require cooperative action among farmers or between farmers and governments.
(Minor dams, small dykes, or field conservation measures are not
included).

Therefore, these assumptions have been considered in the evaluation of soils
in Essex County. Soil capability mapping used in this study has been based
on the original soil map which is now available in digital format from the
Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and rural affairs (OMAFRA). The
1:50,000 scale blueprint soil capability maps available from OMAFRA were not
used directly because these maps were originally prepared without edit (and
therefore may be inaccurate) to be generalised for soil capability maps
produced at the scale of 1:250,000 by the Federal Government.
As discussed previously, the Canada Land Inventory (CLI) originally assumed
that soil management that could be applied by a farmer would occur.
Therefore, improvements such as irrigation and adequate drainage (both
surface and subsurface) were already assumed to be applied in the rating of
soils into capability classes.
Tile Drainage
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As noted previously, soil capability and therefore productivity makes
assumptions about tile drainage (that is, that tile drainage is applied where it
is needed and that capability class ratings reflect the fact that the drainage is
already assumed to be in place). There are some differences of opinion about
which soil drainage classes would benefit from tile drainage. However, it is
likely that imperfectly and poorly drained soils would show improved yields
when tiles had been installed. There is no doubt that poorly drained soils have
better yields when tile drained. As well, it is likely that the imperfectly drained
soils would benefit from tile drainage. Unfortunately, the newer soil surveys
do not indicate how soil capability class levels would change if imperfectly
drained soils are not tiled.
Some information is available to assist in estimating how productivity is
diminished in areas requiring tile drainage. For example, yield data collected
over 20 years and that were summarized and evaluated by Irwin (1999)
indicate that, as a result of tile drainage, average yields have improved within
a range where the least improvement was a 10 percent increase for coloured
beans in contrast to a high increase of 38 percent for wheat. The summary
by Irwin (1999) did not differentiate by soil series, soil drainage class, or by
location in the Province. On the basis of a general interpretation of the data
from Irwin (1999), it can be estimated that imperfectly drained soils in an
undrained state could be poorer by a single capability class. However, the
installation of tile drainage on the imperfectly drained soils is less likely than
installation on poorly and very poorly drained soils
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Appendix K:

MULTI-ATTRIBUTE ANALYSIS AND AGRICULTURAL
PERFORMANCE

MULTI-ATTRIBUTE ANALYSIS
Any multi-attribute analysis, including a LEAR analysis, may have different
results based on:
the number and kind of variables considered,
the analysis method,
the weights applied to the variables,
whether the data was standardized, and
whether all of the data was presented consistently to mean that a high
number is intended to indicate a high importance value.
A review of the literature did not present information suggesting that a
particular single multi-attribute analysis method is the best method. Even the
wording employed for the quantitative methods used to combine information
varies.
The University of Redlands and the Spatial Decision Support
Consortium (2012) have prepared a summary of the language and definitions
associated with Multi-Criteria Decision Analysis (MCDA). Some of the work
described by the University of Redlands is based on work by Malczewski
(2006). Multi-attribute Combination Methods is a subset of MCDA having
subcategories of Analytical Hierarchy Process, Concordance Methods, Fuzzy
Aggregation Operation, Ideal/Reference Point Method, Value/Utility Function
Method and Weighted Linear Combination. A LEAR analysis fits in to the
subcategory of Weighted Linear Combination which is described on the
Redlands website as "the most often used technique for tackling spatial multiattribute decision making".
•
•
•
•
•

AgPlan Limited and Michael Hoffman have carried out various multi-criteria
decision analyses at different scales throughout the Province of Ontario. The
following paragraphs briefly describe the methods used to evaluate
agricultural performance within different Regions or Counties in central to
southwestern Ontario. Most of the variables used in the regional scale
analyses are outlined in the Agricultural Census for Ontario. Additional
variables for soil productivity and crop yields are available through OMAF(RA)
for the years used in the analyses. The early census years had relatively few
variables (in the order of 30) while later census years used many variables (in
the range of hundreds). Some environmental variables used in the later
analyses first appeared in 1996. There is the potential for an infinite number
of ways to modify the data using the three ways described. Therefore,
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individual databases were designed to include some relatively different
measures of agricultural performance/achievement.
Regional Comparison
At the regional scale for example, environmental, economic, and production
viewpoints were separated for some databases. In other instances, a modified
characterization within a single category such as production was completed.
For example, production was characterized as using total production values
(volumetric or gravimetric) for some data sets and as production per unit area
(yield) in other data sets. Multiple characterisations were used to represent
different perspectives as well as different values associated with the
agricultural indicators/metrics. Therefore, for example, total production
values were included because they give a relative indication of a County’s
contribution to the total food production that occurred within a given year
within southern to central Ontario. However, this production indicator tends
to be correlated with the area of the County. Therefore, yield data was
included and/or emphasized to minimize any effect associated with a County’s
size on that County’s achievement rating. As well, each of the data sets was
modified using different weighting schemes to represent disparate views about
which indicators are better predictors of agricultural performance.
Different variables were grouped into databases to emphasize different parts
of each year’s agricultural indicators. In general terms, one database was
prepared with a cross section of production, economic, and socio-cultural
components. The production component concentrated on field crops. A
second database was prepared specifically for fruits and vegetables. These
two databases were combined to form a relatively long list of agricultural
indicators. This large database was subsequently reduced in size for a limited
number of analyses so that the importance of a particular set of agricultural
indicators (such as yield, for example) was emphasized. Not all census years
between 1925 and 2006 were analysed for all the different data sets. This
was not possible because some years, particularly the 1930-1950 ones, did
not have sufficient data to allow for the creation of different agricultural
variable subsets, for example. Regardless, all census years (at 10-year
intervals between 1931 and 2011) had a minimum of twelve different score
outcomes - 6 different data sets multiplied by 2 different analysis methods
(SAW and CCD).

County of Essex Analyses
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In the County of Essex variables used in the comparative analysis were based
on interpretation of the Provincial Policy Statement (2014).
Methods and Standardization
The combination of different variables to produce a single value has
traditionally presented problems and colloquially is known as the “combining
apples and oranges” problem. The problem of combination has been reduced
by choosing methods that compare indicators using a standardized
quantitative scale. As described previously, each data set could be analysed
using three different methods as follows:
(1)

Simple additive weighting (SAW);

(2)

Concordance (CCD); and

(3)

Cluster Analysis (Ward’s Method) (CLUSTER).

For the simple additive weighting and concordance methods, the data were
standardized on the basis of the maximum and minimum indicator values for
each variable. Standardization used the following formula:
Standardized Score = 100 x (Raw Data Value) - (Minimum Raw Data Value)
(Maximum Raw Data Value) - (Minimum
Raw Data Value)
Therefore, all scores range between the values 0 and 100.
In the case of the CLUSTER analyses, data were not standardized. The results
of the CLUSTER analysis did not yield scores that could be used in the overall
evaluation; instead, the classification was used to see if it supported the scores
assigned using the other methods.

In addition to different data sets, different years and different agglomeration
analysis methods, different weights were considered. Three general examples
included:
•
•

Method 1 - which gave 50% of the total weight to soil capability and soil
productivity (half of the 50% was allotted to soil capability); and
Method 2 - all variables given equal weight
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The agricultural databases were also set up to allow for the calculation of the
inverse of any variable. The need to allow for the calculation of an inverse
value was based on the fact that it is difficult to state categorically that an
agricultural variable is clearly positive or negative. As an example, the
increasing use of chemical fertilizers can be viewed as negative because more
fertilizer use increases the probability of water pollution if fertilizer applications
are excessive. Alternatively, increases in amounts of fertilizer used can be
interpreted as a positive indication of increased economic activity. Because
multi-attribute analysis combines variables by multiplication and/or by
addition, for example, variables needed to be set up so that they all have the
same general meaning as follows:
high variable numerical value equals high agricultural value which is
interpreted as having a good or positive characteristic.
For fertilizer use, the data would be used as presented with a high value
indicating a positive contribution to economic activity. In the second analysis
that data would be inverted to reflect a positive characteristic that little
fertilizer use is better for the environment.
•
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Crops and Livestock
Southern Ontario
Proportional

Economic Southern Ontario
Proportional

Honeybees
farms
reporting

farms
reporting

Honeybees
number of
colonies

amount in
current
dollars

Fertilizer and lime
purchases

farms
reporting

Purchases of
herbicides,
insecticides,
fungicides, etc.

amount in
current
dollars

Purchases of
herbicides,
insecticides,
fungicides, etc.

farms
reporting

Seed and plant
purchases
(excluding
materials
purchased for
resale)

amount in
current
dollars

Seed and plant
purchases
(excluding
materials
purchased for
resale)

farms
reporting

Total feed,
supplements and
hay purchases

Honeybees

Other
pollinating
bees farms
reporting
Other
pollinating
bees
number of
gallons

Other
pollinating
bees

farms
reporting

number

Total cattle
and calves
(53)

farms
Total area of
reporting
Christmas

Fertilizer and lime
purchases

Fruit and Vegetable
Southern Ontario
Proportional

Yield
Southern
Ontario

Apples total
area

Apple
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Apples total
area

Grapes
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Pears total
area

Peaches
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Pears total
area

Strawberries
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

farms
reporting

Plums and
prunes total
area

Sweet
Cherries
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

acres

Plums and
prunes total
area

Sour Cherries
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

farms
reporting

Cherries
(sweet) total
area

Pears Average
Yield
('000lbs/acre)

farms
reporting

acres

farms
reporting

acres
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Crops and Livestock
Southern Ontario
Proportional
trees grown
for sale
acres
farms
reporting
number of
birds
hatched

Chicks or
other
poultry
hatched

farms
reporting

acres

amount in
current
dollars
farms
reporting

Total feed,
supplements and
hay purchases
Livestock and
poultry purchases

Yield
Southern
Ontario

Cherries
(sweet) total
area

Plums
and
Prunes
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

farms
reporting

Cherries
(sour) total
area

Raspberries
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Cherries
(sour) total
area

Cabbage
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

acres

amount in
current
dollars

Livestock and
poultry purchases

acres

farms
reporting

Veterinary
services, drugs,
semen, breeding
fees, etc.

Green
and
Wax
Beans
farms
Peaches total Average Yield
reporting
area
('000lbs/acre)

amount in
current
dollars

Veterinary
services, drugs,
semen, breeding
fees, etc.

acres

Carrots
Peaches total Average Yield
area
('000lbs/acre)

Apples total
area

farms
reporting

Custom work,
contract work and
hired trucking

Sweet Corn
farms
Apricots total Average Yield
reporting
area
('000lbs/acre)

Apples total
area

amount in
current
dollars

Custom work,
contract work and
hired trucking

Dry
Onions
Apricots total Average Yield
area
('000lbs/acre)

farms
reporting

number of
dozens of
eggs

Economic Southern Ontario
Proportional

Fruit and Vegetable
Southern Ontario
Proportional

Table eggs
(dozens)
(70)

acres
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Crops and Livestock
Southern Ontario
Proportional
farms
reporting

acres

Pears total
area

Pears total
area

farms
reporting

Plums and
prunes total
area

acres

Plums and
prunes total
area

farms
reporting

Cherries
(sweet) total
area

acres

Cherries
(sweet) total
area

farms
reporting

Cherries
(sour) total
area

Economic Southern Ontario
Proportional
farms
reporting
amount in
current
dollars

Total wages and
salaries (84)

Total wages and
salaries (84)

Fruit and Vegetable
Southern Ontario
Proportional
farms
reporting

acres

Wages and salaries
farms
paid to family
farms
reporting
members
reporting
amount in Wages and salaries
current
paid to family
dollars
members
acres
Wages and salaries
farms paid to all other farms
reporting
persons
reporting
amount in Wages and salaries
current paid to all other
dollars
persons
acres

All fuel expenses
(diesel, gasoline,
farms oil, wood, natural farms
reporting gas, propane, etc.) reporting

Yield
Southern
Ontario

Grapes total
area

Peppers
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Grapes total
area

Field
Tomatoes
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Strawberries
total area

Asparagus
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Strawberries
total area

Beets Average
Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Raspberries
total area

Brussels
Sprouts
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Raspberries
total area

Broccoli
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Cranberries
total area

Cauliflower
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)
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Crops and Livestock
Southern Ontario
Proportional

acres

farms
reporting

acres

farms
reporting

acres

farms
reporting

Cherries
(sour) total
area

Peaches
total area

Peaches
total area

Apricots
total area

Apricots
total area

Grapes total
area

Economic Southern Ontario
Proportional

amount in
current
dollars

Fruit and Vegetable
Southern Ontario
Proportional

All fuel expenses
(diesel, gasoline,
oil, wood, natural
gas, propane, etc.) acres

farms
reporting

Repairs and
maintenance to
farm machinery,
equipment and
vehicles

amount in
current
dollars

Repairs and
maintenance to
farm machinery,
equipment and
vehicles

farms
reporting

acres

Repairs and
maintenance to
farms farm buildings and farms
reporting
fences
reporting
Repairs and
amount in
maintenance to
current farm buildings and
dollars
fences
acres
Rental and leasing
farms
of land and
farms
reporting
buildings
reporting

Yield
Southern
Ontario

Cranberries
total area

Celery
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Blueberries
total area

Field
Cucumbers
and Gherkins
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Blueberries
total area

Total Lettuce
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Saskatoons
total area

Green Peas
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Saskatoons
total area

Radishes
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Other fruits,
berries and
nuts total
area (47)

Rutabagas
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)
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Crops and Livestock
Southern Ontario
Proportional

acres

farms
reporting

acres

farms
reporting

acres
farms
reporting

acres

Grapes total
area

Strawberries
total area

Strawberries
total area

Raspberries
total area

Raspberries
total area

Economic Southern Ontario
Proportional
amount in
current
dollars

Fruit and Vegetable
Southern Ontario
Proportional

Rental and leasing
of land and
buildings
acres

Rental and leasing
of farm machinery,
farms
equipment and
farms
reporting
vehicles
reporting
Rental and leasing
amount in of farm machinery,
current
equipment and
dollars
vehicles

acres

Electricity,
telephone and all
other
farms telecommunication
farms
reporting
services
reporting
Electricity,
telephone and all
amount in
other
current telecommunication
dollars
services

Cranberries
total area

farms
reporting

Cranberries
total area

amount in
current
dollars

Farm interest
expenses
Farm interest
expenses

acres
farms
reporting

acres

Yield
Southern
Ontario

Other fruits,
berries and
nuts total
area (47)

Spinach
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Potatoes

Winter Wheat
Yield
(bushels/acre)

Potatoes

Oats
Yield
(bushels/acre)

Sweet corn

Barley Yield
(bushels/acre)

Sweet corn

Mixed Grain
Yield
(bushels/acre)

Tomatoes

Grain
Corn
Yield
(bushels/acre)

Tomatoes

Soybeans
Yield
(bushels/acre)
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Crops and Livestock
Southern Ontario
Proportional

farms
reporting

acres

farms
reporting

Economic Southern Ontario
Proportional

Blueberries
total area

All other expenses
(excluding
depreciation and
farms
capital cost
reporting
allowance)

Blueberries
total area

All other expenses
(excluding
amount in depreciation and
current
capital cost
dollars
allowance)

Saskatoons
total area

Fruit and Vegetable
Southern Ontario
Proportional

farms
reporting

acres

Total farm
farms business operating
farms
reporting
expenses (85)
reporting
amount in
Total farm
current business operating
dollars
expenses (85)

acres

Saskatoons
total area

farms
reporting

Other fruits,
berries and
nuts total
area (47)

acres

Other fruits,
berries and
nuts total
area (47)

market
value in
current Total value of land
dollars and buildings (80)

farms Total wheat
reporting
(43)

Value of land and
buildings, owned
(81)

acres

farms Total value of land
farms
reporting and buildings (80) reporting

farms
reporting

acres

farms
reporting

Yield
Southern
Ontario

Cucumbers

Dry
White
Beans Yield
(cwt/acre)

Cucumbers

Fodder Corn
Yield
(tons/acre)

Green peas

Hay
Yield
(tons/acre)

Green peas

Tobacco Yield
lb/ca

Green and
wax beans

Spring Wheat
Yield
(bushels/acre)

Green and
wax beans

Canola Yield
(bushels/acre)

Cabbage

Coloured
beans Yield
(cwt/acre)
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Crops and Livestock
Southern Ontario
Proportional

Economic Southern Ontario
Proportional

Fruit and Vegetable
Southern Ontario
Proportional

market
value in
current
dollars

Value of land and
buildings, owned
(81)

acres

Cabbage

farms
reporting

Spring
wheat
(excluding
durum)

farms
reporting

Value of land and
buildings, rented
or leased from
others (82)

farms
reporting

Chinese
cabbage

acres

Spring
wheat
(excluding
durum)

market
value in
current
dollars

Value of land and
buildings, rented
or leased from
others (82)

acres

Chinese
cabbage

Durum
wheat

farms
reporting

Tractors under 60
hp

farms
reporting

Cauliflower

Durum
wheat

number
owned and
leased

Tractors under 60
hp

acres

Cauliflower

farms
reporting

Winter
wheat

market
value in
current
dollars

Tractors under 60
hp

farms
reporting

Broccoli

acres

Winter
wheat

farms Tractors from 60 to
reporting
99 hp

acres

Broccoli

number
owned and Tractors from 60 to
farms
leased
99 hp
reporting

Brussels
sprouts

acres

farms
reporting

acres

farms
reporting

acres

Oats

Oats

market
value in

Tractors from 60 to
99 hp

acres

Yield
Southern
Ontario

Brussels
sprouts

County of Essex Agricultural Lot Size Study
Prepared By: The Jones Consulting Group Ltd. & AgPlan Limited

196

Crops and Livestock
Southern Ontario
Proportional

Economic Southern Ontario
Proportional

Fruit and Vegetable
Southern Ontario
Proportional

Yield
Southern
Ontario

current
dollars
farms
reporting

Barley

farms
reporting

Tractors from 100
to 149 hp

farms
reporting

Carrots

Barley

number
owned and
leased

Tractors from 100
to 149 hp

acres

Carrots

farms
reporting

Mixed
grains

market
value in
current
dollars

Tractors from 100
to 149 hp

farms
reporting

Rutabagas
and turnips

acres

Mixed
grains

farms
reporting

Tractors over 149
hp

acres

Rutabagas
and turnips

Total corn
(44)

number
owned and
leased

Tractors over 149
hp

farms
reporting

Beets

Total corn
(44)

market
value in
current
dollars

Tractors over 149
hp

acres

Beets
Radishes

Radishes

acres

farms
reporting

acres
farms
reporting

Corn for
grain

farms
reporting

Total tractors (83)

farms
reporting

acres

Corn for
grain

number
owned and
leased

Total tractors (83)

acres

Corn for
silage

market
value in
current
dollars

farms
reporting

Total tractors (83)

farms Shallots and
reporting green onions
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Crops and Livestock
Southern Ontario
Proportional
acres

farms
reporting

acres
farms
reporting

acres

farms
reporting
acres
farms
reporting

acres

Corn for
silage

Economic Southern Ontario
Proportional
farms
reporting

Fruit and Vegetable
Southern Ontario
Proportional
acres

Shallots and
green onions

farms
reporting

Dry onions,
yellow,
Spanish,
cooking, etc.

Total farm trucks

acres

Dry onions,
yellow,
Spanish,
cooking, etc.

Fall rye

farms Pick-ups and cargo
reporting
vans

farms
reporting

Celery

Fall rye

number
owned and Pick-ups and cargo
leased
vans

acres

Celery

market
value in
current Pick-ups and cargo
dollars
vans

farms
reporting

Lettuce

Other farm trucks

acres

Lettuce

Spinach

Spinach

Total rye
(45)

number
owned and
leased

Total rye
(45)

market
value in
current
dollars

Spring rye

Total farm trucks

Total farm trucks

Spring rye

farms
reporting

Canola
(rapeseed)

number
owned and
leased

Other farm trucks

farms
reporting

Canola
(rapeseed)

market
value in
current
dollars

Other farm trucks

acres
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Ontario
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Crops and Livestock
Southern Ontario
Proportional

farms
reporting

acres

farms
reporting
acres
farms
reporting

acres
farms
reporting

acres

farms
reporting

Economic Southern Ontario
Proportional

Fruit and Vegetable
Southern Ontario
Proportional

Soybeans

farms
Cars and other
reporting passenger vehicles

farms
reporting

Peppers

Soybeans

number
owned and
Cars and other
leased passenger vehicles

acres

Peppers

Flaxseed

market
value in
current
Cars and other
dollars passenger vehicles

farms
reporting

Pumpkins

Combines

acres

Pumpkins

Combines

farms
reporting

Squash and
zucchini

acres

Squash and
zucchini

farms
reporting

Asparagus,
producing

acres

Asparagus,
producing

farms
reporting

Asparagus,
nonproducing

Flaxseed

farms
reporting

Dry field
peas

number
owned and
leased

Dry field
peas

market
value in
current
dollars

Combines

Chick peas

farms
reporting

Swathers and
mowerconditioners

Chick peas

number
owned and
leased

Swathers and
mowerconditioners

market
value in
current
dollars

Swathers and
mowerconditioners

Lentils
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Crops and Livestock
Southern Ontario
Proportional

acres

Lentils

Economic Southern Ontario
Proportional
farms
reporting

Dry white
beans

number
owned and
leased

acres

Dry white
beans

market
value in
current
dollars

farms
reporting

Other dry
beans

farms
reporting

Other dry
beans

number
owned and
leased

Alfalfa and
alfalfa
mixtures

market
value in
current
dollars

farms
reporting

acres

Fruit and Vegetable
Southern Ontario
Proportional

Balers

acres

Asparagus,
nonproducing

Balers

farms
reporting

Other
vegetables

acres

Other
vegetables

Balers
Forage harvesters

farms
reporting

Greenhouse
vegetables

Forage harvesters

square
feet

Greenhouse
vegetables

Forage harvesters

Apple
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

acres

Alfalfa and
alfalfa
mixtures

Tillage, cultivation,
seeding and
farms
planting
reporting
equipment

Grapes
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

farms
reporting

All other
tame hay
and fodder
crops

market Tillage, cultivation,
value in
seeding and
current
planting
dollars
equipment

Peaches
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

farms
reporting

acres

All other
tame hay

farms
reporting

Irrigation
equipment

Yield
Southern
Ontario

Strawberries
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)
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Crops and Livestock
Southern Ontario
Proportional

Economic Southern Ontario
Proportional

Fruit and Vegetable
Southern Ontario
Proportional

Yield
Southern
Ontario

and fodder
crops

farms Forage seed
reporting
for seed

acres

farms
reporting

acres

farms
reporting

acres

farms
reporting

Forage seed
for seed

Potatoes

market
value in
current
dollars

Irrigation
equipment

Sweet
Cherries
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

farms
reporting

All other farm
machinery and
equipment

Sour Cherries
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

market
value in
current
dollars

All other farm
machinery and
equipment

Pears
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)
Plums
and
Prunes
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Potatoes

farms
reporting

Value of all farm
machinery and
equipment

Mustard
seed

market
value in
current
dollars

Value of all farm
machinery and
equipment

Raspberries
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Value of livestock
and poultry

Cabbage
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Value of livestock
and poultry

Green
and
Wax Beans
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Mustard
seed

Sunflowers

farms
reporting
market
value in
current
dollars

County of Essex Agricultural Lot Size Study
Prepared By: The Jones Consulting Group Ltd. & AgPlan Limited

201

Crops and Livestock
Southern Ontario
Proportional

Economic Southern Ontario
Proportional

Sunflowers

farms
reporting

farms
reporting Canary seed

market
value in
current
dollars

acres Canary seed

total
number of
operators
(91)

acres

farms
reporting

acres
farms
reporting

acres

farms
reporting

Ginseng

Ginseng

Buckwheat

Buckwheat

Sugar beets

no paid
non-farm
work

less than
20 hours
20 to 29
hours (95)
30 to 40
hours (96)

20 to 40
hours (97)

Fruit and Vegetable
Southern Ontario
Proportional

Total farm capital

Carrots
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Total farm capital

Sweet Corn
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Operators by paid
non-farm work

Dry Onions
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Operators by paid
non-farm work

Peppers
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Operators by paid
non-farm work

Field
Tomatoes
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Operators by paid
non-farm work

Asparagus
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Operators by paid
non-farm work

Beets
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Operators by paid
non-farm work

Brussels
Sprouts
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)
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Ontario
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Crops and Livestock
Southern Ontario
Proportional

acres
farms
reporting

acres

farms
reporting

acres
farms
reporting

acres

Sugar beets

Economic Southern Ontario
Proportional
more than
40 hours

Caraway
seed
Caraway
seed

Triticale

Triticale
Other field
crops (46)
Other field
crops (46)

farms
reporting

number

Taps on
maple trees
(52)

farms
reporting

Fruit and Vegetable
Southern Ontario
Proportional

Operators by paid
non-farm work

Broccoli
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

Under $100,000

Cauliflower
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

$100,000 to
$199,999

Celery
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

$200,000 to
$349,999

Field
Cucumbers
and Gherkins
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

$350,000 to
$499,999

Total Lettuce
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

$500,000 to
$999,999

Green Peas
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

$1,000,000 to
$1,499,999

Radishes
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

$1,500,000 to
$1,999,999

Rutabagas
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)

$2,000,000 to
$3,499,999

Spinach
Average Yield
('000lbs/acre)
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Crops and Livestock
Southern Ontario
Proportional

Economic Southern Ontario
Proportional

Total
growing
farms
area for
reporting mushrooms

$3,500,000 and
over

Total
growing
area for
mushrooms

Total gross farm
receipts (excluding
forest products
sold), 2010

square
feet

amount in
current
dollars

farms
reporting
number

$10,000 to $24,999
$25,000 to $49,999

Goats

$50,000 to $99,999

farms
reporting
number

$100,000 to
$249,999
Llamas and
alpacas

$250,000 to
$499,999

farms
reporting

$500,000 to
$999,999

number

$1,000,000 to
$1,999,999

Rabbits (60)
farms
reporting

farms
reporting

number

Yield
Southern
Ontario

Under $10,000
Horses and
ponies

farms
reporting
number

Fruit and Vegetable
Southern Ontario
Proportional

Bison
(buffalo)

farms
reporting

$2,000,000 and
over
Sales of forest
products
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Crops and Livestock
Southern Ontario
Proportional

amount in
current
dollars

farms
reporting
number
farms
reporting
number

Economic Southern Ontario
Proportional

Fruit and Vegetable
Southern Ontario
Proportional

Yield
Southern
Ontario

Sales of forest
products

Elk
Deer
(excluding
wild deer)

farms
reporting
number

Wild boars

farms
reporting
number

Mink (61)

farms
reporting

Sweet corn

acres

Sweet corn

farms
reporting

Tomatoes

acres

Tomatoes

farms
reporting

Cucumbers

acres

Cucumbers

farms
reporting

Green peas

acres

Green peas
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Crops and Livestock
Southern Ontario
Proportional
farms
reporting

Green and
wax beans

acres

Green and
wax beans

farms
reporting

Cabbage

acres

Cabbage

farms
reporting

Chinese
cabbage

acres

Chinese
cabbage

farms
reporting

Cauliflower

acres

Cauliflower

farms
reporting

Broccoli

acres

Broccoli

farms
reporting

Brussels
sprouts

acres

Brussels
sprouts

farms
reporting

Carrots

acres

Carrots

farms
reporting

Economic Southern Ontario
Proportional

Fruit and Vegetable
Southern Ontario
Proportional

Yield
Southern
Ontario

Rutabagas
and turnips
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Crops and Livestock
Southern Ontario
Proportional
acres

Economic Southern Ontario
Proportional

Fruit and Vegetable
Southern Ontario
Proportional

Yield
Southern
Ontario

Rutabagas
and turnips

farms
reporting

Beets

acres

Beets

farms
reporting

Radishes

acres

Radishes

Shallots and
farms
green
reporting
onions
Shallots and
green
acres
onions
Dry onions,
yellow,
farms
Spanish,
reporting cooking, etc.
Dry onions,
yellow,
Spanish,
acres cooking, etc.
farms
reporting

Celery

acres

Celery

farms
reporting

Lettuce

acres

Lettuce
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Crops and Livestock
Southern Ontario
Proportional
farms
reporting

Spinach

acres

Spinach

farms
reporting

Peppers

acres

Peppers

farms
reporting

Pumpkins

acres

Pumpkins

farms
reporting

Squash and
zucchini

acres

Squash and
zucchini

farms
reporting

Asparagus,
producing

acres

Asparagus,
producing

farms
reporting

Asparagus,
nonproducing

acres

Asparagus,
nonproducing

farms
reporting

Other
vegetables

acres

Other
vegetables

Economic Southern Ontario
Proportional

Fruit and Vegetable
Southern Ontario
Proportional
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Crops and Livestock
Southern Ontario
Proportional

Economic Southern Ontario
Proportional

Fruit and Vegetable
Southern Ontario
Proportional

Yield
Southern
Ontario

farms Greenhouse
reporting vegetables
square Greenhouse
feet vegetables
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