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Foreword
The saga of the “Pickering Lands” had its genesis in 1968 when the federal government decided
that Toronto’s Malton (now Pearson) Airport would soon be swamped by travellers and that
Toronto needed what Montreal had just been given – its own Mirabel. The saga’s first
decade, to 1979, is well documented in Walter Stewart’s Paper Juggernaut: Big Government
Gone Mad. The story since then has been chronicled in newspaper article after newspaper article,
in photographs and videos, and in a plethora of meeting minutes, letters, reports, petitions, and
submissions, many of the latter to Cabinet Ministers and to Members of Parliament of every
political stripe.
The airport was shelved but the expropriated land remained in Transport Canada’s hands. Over
the decades the airport idea stayed very much alive and it still is. Witness the scope, potential
areas of discussion, and expected deliverables of the present Study. On the Federal Lands over the
years, Transport Canada imposed a policy of systematic neglect and depopulation, which in turn
sent the surrounding area into steep economic decline. The Lands have been stripped of most of
their heritage, families, economic generators. The area is devoid of jobs, opportunities, new ideas,
hope. No arguments, however well researched and presented, have ever led to abandonment of
the shelved airport project. Concerned, angry, and frustrated residents could only monitor and
document the situation, keep it in the public eye, forge political and media connections, and argue
at every opportunity for the preservation of this fertile farmland.
At last came some results. On June 11, 2013, Finance Minister Jim Flaherty announced that
a quarter of the original “airport lands” would be transferred to Parks Canada for the Rouge
National Urban Park (RNUP). And on July 11, 2015, Prime Minister Stephen Harper added
more land, announcing that just over half of the original airport site was to be part of the Park.
These breakthroughs were certainly cause for celebration. They meant that 10,200 acres of natural
habitat and prime farmland would be permanently protected as such, saved from developers’
bulldozers whether for an airport or something else. Not the ideal result for those families who
dearly wanted their land back, but likely the best solution for the long term and the greater good.
Today, the RNUP part of the original site is visibly reviving under the care and good management
of Parks Canada, its residents and businesses looking to the future with new anticipation. The
story is very different on the residual Lands, where the tenants remain victims of Transport
Canada – constrained by one-year leases, thwarted by obstructive policies, and still threatened by
an airport. Prior to the recent election, several local MPs began promoting the idea of “just a
small airport.” But since the land area retained for a “potential future airport” is nearly double
that of Pearson International, this was not reassuring news.
The project initiated in 1968 and kept on life-support all these years has been a colossal waste
of public money for not one iota of public gain. The scope of the present study has once again
been determined by Transport Canada, the same department that has controlled the discussion
on the future of the Federal Lands for over forty years, with no positive outcome in all that time
for anyone.
We intend to broaden the scope and address, among other things, the creation of jobs now; the
need to preserve this prime farmland now; the need to rebuild a devastated community now.
Our regeneration blueprint for the area does not include an airport.
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1 Who Are the Real Stakeholders?
At the announcement meetings leading up to this Independent Study, most invitees were from
the aviation sector, their headquarters in Toronto, Ottawa, Hamilton, Markham. A couple of
pro-airport municipal politicians were also in attendance.
It was only through the efforts of certain local MPs that two or three land-preservation advocacy
groups, ours included, were finally allowed to attend. Evidently, Transport Canada views Federal
Lands stakeholders as exclusively those aligned with the plan to build a Pickering airport. No
wonder the discussion never changes and the file goes nowhere.
Who are the real stakeholders? First, the Province of Ontario on behalf of all Ontarians.
The Province has been unequivocal in its current Provincial Policy Statement[1]:
The Province’s natural heritage resources, water resources, including the
Great Lakes, agricultural resources, mineral resources, and cultural heritage
and archaeological resources provide important environmental, economic and
social benefits. The wise use and management of these resources is a key
provincial interest. (p. 4)
Prime agricultural areas shall be protected for long-term use for agriculture.
(p. 24)

Almost half of the Lands retained by Transport Canada for a potential future airport and
economic development are within the protected Greenbelt and Oak Ridges Moraine. And based
on the superior quality of the soil, the other half should be in the Greenbelt as well.
Destroying the prime farmland and natural habitat of the Federal Lands for an airport or
anything else would violate the Province’s plans and intentions for its agricultural resources.
The repercussions would be felt far beyond the airport boundary and far into the future.
Second, the people who live and work on and near the Lands – specifically, the residents on
the Lands (and in adjacent communities), the commercial enterprises – owners and workers –
on the Lands (and in adjacent communities), the farmers who lease acreage on the Lands, and the
agricultural associations to which the farmers belong.
Unlike Transport Canada’s selected invitees, these people have a real stake here. They are already
contributing to the local area and are generating wealth for the Canadian economy now. They run
businesses that provide much-needed local jobs now in the farming sector and in other sectors.
They would be doing more if relieved of Transport Canada’s oppressive policies. Some owners
want to expand their businesses and create additional jobs now – not, as an airport might, in
twenty years’ time (if then) – but find themselves thwarted by Transport Canada.
Third, the people of Canada. Job creation now is of paramount concern at all levels of government and to all Canadians. Yet here is a federal government department actively suppressing job
creation because those jobs don’t fit with the department’s Pickering airport agenda.
We urge you to meet with the Province and local stakeholders. Many interested parties aren’t even
aware of this Study – nor will they ever hear about it if the invitation list remains limited to those
groups and individuals handpicked by Transport Canada.
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2 No Airport!
2.1

Does Pearson Need a Reliever Airport?
This is probably the most pertinent question of all, given that the entire airport saga was originally
triggered in the late sixties by fears that Pearson would soon be overwhelmed with travellers
and that building a reliever airport – at Pickering, it was finally decided – was a matter of great
urgency. The reliever argument has continued to be used by Transport Canada right up to today.
And Transport Canada’s forecasts have continued to be overblown.*
Does Pearson need Pickering? Not according to the GTAA’s recently released white paper,
“Growth, Connectivity, Capacity,”[2] which offers two strategy options:
• either stick with the status quo or
• create an integrated system of airports in Southern Ontario, all playing complementary roles.
In the second option, Pearson, Billy Bishop, Hamilton, and Oshawa airports are all assigned their
own roles. A Pickering airport isn’t even mentioned in the document, except as a site on a map.
Interestingly, a Pickering airport hasn’t been mentioned in GTAA annual reports for the past eight
years – a notable departure from 2003 (14 mentions) and 2004 (16 mentions). Perhaps this change
can be explained by the fact that the “Pickering Airport Draft Plan,” commissioned by Transport
Canada in 2001 and completed by the GTAA in 2004, failed to achieve sufficient political buy-in
for construction to proceed.
There’s another possibility: Transport Canada and the GTAA have always emphasized passenger
numbers in reference to Pearson’s capacity, and the numbers have indeed been rising: Pearson
saw a 33 per cent increase between 2000 and 2014. But quoting passenger numbers alone is
simplistic and misleading, useful only if attempting to sway public and political opinion on the
necessity of retaining this land for a reliever airport. Most airports – quite rightly – gauge their
capacity limits primarily by the maximum number of aircraft movements they can safely
handle. By this measure, Pearson is nowhere near capacity nor will it be in any foreseeable future.
Between 2000 and 2014, annual aircraft movements at the airport increased by only 2 per cent.
See Appendix A: Pearson Passenger Volumes and Aircraft Movements, 2000–2014 and our
Research Paper #7: “What Is the True Capacity of an Airport?”
How long do the Pickering Federal Lands have to be held hostage to fulfil a Transport Canada
objective that cannot be justified?

2.2

Why a Pearson Reliever Won’t Fly
Who would use it?
The airlines? The airlines usually want to avoid having to service two airports in close proximity.
Managing split operations presents multiple challenges and results in increased costs that must be
swallowed or passed on to customers. Generally, the airlines’ preference is to concentrate
* Historically, there have been several long-term forecasts of air passenger volumes at Pearson. Those volumes have never
materialized by the predicted dates – or even come close.
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operations at the main airport – the hub for travellers and freight and the least disruptive option
for passengers with connecting flights.
The GTAA’s Needs Assessment Study Final Report (2010)[3] said as much, and added:
Strong market potential and airline cooperation are closely linked. The
first is a precedent for the second, but having strong market potential
does not guarantee airline cooperation. […] A key to growth at a secondary airport is attracting and maintaining a significant traffic level so that
it becomes financially advantageous for airlines at the primary airport to
split their operations. (ch. 7, p. 17)
The authors cautioned that “it is not possible to predict the degree to which airline cooperation
would or would not occur in Pickering.” (ch. 12, p. 10)
If strong market potential is no guarantee of airline cooperation, what assurances are there in an
area where the market isn’t strong? The eastern GTA’s population numbers are far lower (and will
continue to be far lower) than those to the west,[4] where Hamilton Airport has been unable to sustain a significant passenger service and, in fact, has seen steady passenger decline since 2009.[5]
In short, Pickering could not count on serving commercial airline traffic.
Cargo carriers? Most of the big carriers are already established at Pearson, so as to be near the
main airlines. Or they are at Hamilton, which has recently expanded its facilities to specialize in
cargo. Pearson’s and Hamilton’s facilities are extensive and are customized to each carrier’s
needs. Why would the carriers move? What cargo services would Pickering be able to attract?
Would they be enough to keep the airport afloat without taxpayer subsidies?
The GTAA’s Needs Assessment Study Report stated plainly that:
• most types of cargo carriers want (or need) to be where the large commercial passenger planes
and freighters are (namely, at Pearson) (ch. 10, pp. 2-3)
• there is no foreseeable shortage of cargo capacity at existing facilities (ch. 10, pp. 9, 13 and
tables 10-2 and 10-3)

• no all-cargo carrier is likely to relocate to Pickering unless the airport is an established,
busy facility. (ch. 10, p. 19)
Based on these findings, Pickering could not hope to fulfil a significant cargo function.
Low-cost carriers? The trouble is, Canada has so few. Even established airports (Hamilton,
Waterloo) on Toronto’s more densely populated west side are struggling to attract and retain such
carriers. How could Pickering succeed where Hamilton and Waterloo haven’t? Even as the eastern
GTA’s population increases, the Province’s growth forecasts indicate that the “weight” of the
population in 2041 will remain in the western GTA. Durham will have just 10 per cent of the
GTA’s population and a slightly lower population growth rate than the other GTA Regions.[4]
The GTAA’s Needs Assessment Study Report, while suggesting that low-cost carriers would be
the most likely option for a Pickering airport, went on to acknowledge that:
• Hamilton and City Centre (Billy Bishop), which serve such carriers, have a history of
significant passenger-volume volatility and
• given the small number of Canadian air carriers, it would be a challenge to establish a
secondary airport for Toronto. (ch. 7, p. 15)
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In other words, Pickering could not count on enough low-cost carrier business to ensure
its success.
Bottom line: Unless Pearson International were nearing its capacity limits and planning to
close its runways and facilities to selected carriers or to a whole category of carriers, a Pickering
reliever airport would fail.

2.3

Does Buonville Need a Replacement?
The GTAA judged a replacement unnecessary when it submitted its Needs Assessment Study
Report to Transport Canada in 2010:
Purely from a CJ/GA [corporate jet/general aviation] demand and capacity
perspective, the GGH airport system, as defined in this study, can accommodate
the CJ/GA demand forecast for 2032 under all airport closure scenarios
considered, under the assumption that the remaining airports are willing to
accept displaced traffic up to their capacity limits. (ch. 9, p. 16)

If just one at-risk airport were to close (and we now know this will be Buttonville), then
although the need to relocate operations would obviously be significant to the
CJ/GA users at that one specific airport, the overall airport system would appear
to be capable of absorbing the displaced activity fairly readily. (ch. 9, p. 16)

The system was deemed capable of doing this even if two or three of the CJ/GA airports closed
(ch. 9, p. 16), and no need was found for a new CJ/GA airport before 2032, the study’s horizon date
– which is not the date of need, we hasten to add. That remains unknown and may never materialize.
Our own researchers arrived at similar conclusions. They found that the opposing view, put
forward by consultants for the Canadian Owners and Pilots Association (COPA), failed to
stand up to scrutiny. Events subsequent to the report’s submission proved that the consultants’
assumptions were wrong. Several COPA pilots, in private communications to us, have voiced
disagreement with COPA’s position on the need for a Pickering CJ/GA airport, stating that there
are quite enough airports in the GTHA. Add to this our researchers’ findings that general-aviation
traffic in the eastern GTA is continuing to trend downward.
Then there’s the matter of jobs. A Buttonville replacement on the Lands would likely be staffed
by current Buttonville employees from the Markham area, meaning no net gain in jobs for
Pickering/Durham residents. And since the replacement airport would be directly competing for
market share with Oshawa Airport, just 20 km to the east, it would be threatening that airport’s
viability, so that there could even be a net loss in terms of Durham jobs.[6]
The reality is that with one Buttonville flight training school now transferred to Peterborough,
Oshawa Airport is well placed to take most of Buttonville’s remaining traffic – and is able to do
so. Relocations are already under way. The Buttonville Flying Club has endorsed Oshawa as an
acceptable alternative.[7] Oshawa is becoming the new Buttonville.
Finally, there are powerful ethical reasons for keeping a private CJ/GA airport off the Federal
Lands – not just to do with responsibilities imposed on the government through its use of the
Expropriation Act, but also those that govern fair and equitable treatment for general aviation
airports locally and even across the country.
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Please see our research report, “Buttonville East Dissected,”[8] for a full discussion of these and
other grounds for keeping a Buttonville replacement off the Pickering Federal Lands.

it’s interesng about the [Pickering] airport. I mean, I don’t know what the status of that
is today, but typically a peripheral locaon is a good locaon for an airport because there’s
a lot of surface uses which demand a tremendous amount of land. That being said, we’re
constantly trying to recognize the importance – and I think that this is a shi in planning
thinking that’s really taken place over the past 20 years – why are we building new
infrastructure when we have exisng infrastructure that’s underulized?
– Jennifer Keesmaat, Chief Planner, City of Toronto, “Where and How to Grow,”
on TVO’s “The Agenda with Steve Paikin,” February 19, 2015

2.4

The Inconvenient Truth About Weather and Wildlife
First, the weather. The North Pickering area is prone to heavy snow, white-outs, and thick fog.
Amaranth Township, near Orangeville, was a strong contender in 1971 for the site of the reliever
airport but was reported eliminated from the running because it was plagued by the same weather
conditions that were, and still are, prevalent on the Pickering Federal Lands.[9]
Second, the wildlife. After more than four decades of dwindling human population numbers,
birds and animals have found the Lands to be a safe haven from all the surrounding sprawl.
Windbreaks, wooded areas along the creeks, wetlands both permanent and temporary (the latter
significant in spring and after heavy rainfalls), have attracted a wide variety of wild animals, from
mice and rabbits to coyotes, and an even wider variety of birds, from songbirds to raptors and
waterfowl – and especially Canada Geese, the greatest wildlife hazard to aviation safety. The
geese populate the Lands in their many thousands, and they live on them year-round.
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3 Incompable Neighbours
3.1

A Wildlife Sanctuary Next to a Wildlife Hazard Zone
Imagine trying to commune with nature or hoping to find peace of mind in Canada’s new Rouge
National Urban Park only to find yourself under an airport runway approach. That’s the situation
Transport Canada and airport promoters would impose on the Park’s visitors.
The incompatibility goes further. The Park’s mandate is to preserve and protect its wildlife and
ecosystems. An airport’s mandate is to protect the safety of aircraft and air travellers and includes
scaring off, trapping, or killing birds and wildlife inside the airport’s Wildlife Hazard Zone. The
Zone is far broader than the airport’s boundaries and approach paths. A recently published draft
zoning map (Fig. 1) for the potential Pickering airport shows that the Zone extends right across
the Park and well past Stouffville. Since human safety always trumps animal or ecosystem health
and welfare, the Park’s mandate to preserve would of course be overridden by the airport’s
mandate to eradicate. What kind of national wildlife preserve does this make the Rouge?
For our complete findings on Transport Canada’s wildlife control policies and what they would mean
for the RNUP, see our Research Paper #5: “Protecting Farming and a National Wildlife Sanctuary vs.
Controlling Wildlife in an Airport Wildlife Hazard Zone: A Circle That Can Never Be Squared.”
Our sincere hope is that reason will prevail. The Park exists. Preserving the environment and
natural habitat matters.
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Fig. 1 Dra Zoning Map for a Pickering Airport

The vast area covered by the Wildlife Hazard Zone is indicated by the dotted green line. Source: Transport Canada. July 2015

3.2

Seaton Next to an Airport
The building of Seaton, a planned live/work community of up to 70,000 people, is just getting
under way. Its genesis dates back to the same day in 1972 when plans for Pickering International
Airport and an adjacent new city of Cedarwood were simultaneously made public by Ottawa
and the Province. Expropriations on both sites followed. When the airport was shelved, so were
the plans for Cedarwood. But, as with the airport land, the Cedarwood land wasn’t given
back either.
The intervening decades witnessed protracted, passionate, often rancorous negotiations involving
the Province, local municipalities, developers, farmers, environmentalists, and concerned citizens
from all walks of life. There’s no need for us to detail the battles and trade-offs and the sale of
part of the land to developers, except to say that Seaton is one of the results. Described as
“a sustainable urban community … integrated with a thriving agricultural community in the
Duffins Rouge Agricultural Preserve and an extensive Natural Heritage System,” Seaton will
feature “heritage” trails, “village greens,” employment nodes, and mixed-density residential areas.
The plan is for a walkable, bikeable, and transit-friendly city[10] that will come into being over the
next twenty-five years. And its site is cheek by jowl with the “airport lands.”
To those who didn’t suffer expropriation or a lost land battle, Seaton’s plan looks very attractive.
But how many people today (or in the future) would want to live, work, and raise their families
next to an airport? Most would not. In the sixties and seventies, the public viewed flying and
airports as exciting and futuristic, so the idea made sense to some people then. The world has
changed. Airports now tend to be seen as noisy, smelly, polluting operations within a blighted
neighbourhood of warehouses, hotels, and fast-food outlets.
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Would Seaton be subjected to constant airport noise? The GTAA’s Needs Assessment Study
Report implied that night flights would be necessary at Pickering to help make the airport viable:
In order for secondary airports to successfully serve as reliever airports, they
need to be able to operate without oppressive noise or traffic restrictions.
(ch 7, p 14)

While jet engines are quieter than they were, they’re still very noisy – irritating at best and, for
many people, highly distressing and detrimental to their mental and physical health. Recent
studies have shown children to be particularly affected.[11] Turboprop and flight-training aircraft
can also destroy the peace of an urban area – ask Peterborough’s residents.[12] North Pickering, a
largely rural, agricultural area, has a very low ambient noise level. Aircraft of any kind seem far
noisier here than around, say, Pearson or even Billy Bishop, where the ambient noise levels are
much higher.
In our Research Paper #6: “2015 Draft Pickering Airport Site Zoning Regulation (PASZR)”
(pp. 3-5), we ask why Transport Canada’s recent draft PASZR failed to include a Noise Exposure
Forecast (NEF) map for Pickering airport. These maps are intended to provide local governments
with information to use as a basis for zoning, and to inform the public of noise-sensitive areas in
the vicinity of airports. For existing airports, Transport Canada does not recommend new
residential development inside the 30 NEF zone. For new airports, the same recommendation is
applied to the broader 25 NEF contour area. Would prospective Seaton home buyers ever be
informed of the degree of airport noise they could face?
A recent air pollution study has concluded that aircraft exhaust at major airports in the U.S. and
elsewhere in the world might be affecting much larger areas than previously believed.[13] Jets
using Los Angeles International (LAX) were found to be emitting harmful exhaust particles over
a widening area up to ten miles from the runways.[14] Take-offs and landings are a major source of
ultrafine particles. These were detected over a 23-sq.-mile area along flight paths, raising health
concerns because they “have the potential to aggravate heart and lung conditions, including
asthma and the development of blocked arteries.” High levels of other emissions were also
detected by the LAX study, including “smog-forming gases called nitrogen oxides and black
carbon, a major component of soot found in engine exhaust.” Aircraft engine exhaust emissions
drift with the wind, so there would be no way to protect the health of Seaton residents from the
significant air pollution impact of an adjacent airport, no matter how the runways were oriented.
This, of course, assumes the unlikely scenario of a busy, successful Pickering airport. But a
failing or failed airport would not enhance Seaton either, becoming a huge neighbourhood blight.
An airport is not a benign presence in a municipality and it would certainly not be a good
neighbour for a new, family-friendly, sustainable, model city.

3.3

Farms Next to an Airport
The issue of farm/airport incompatibility is a longstanding concern that Ottawa has been ignoring
for decades.
In 1985, in response to the Auditor General’s report recommending that the Ministry of Transport
“develop and disclose a clear plan for the use or disposition of idle land holdings such as those at
Pickering, Ontario,” Transport Minister Don Mazankowski appointed an independent panel to
advise him on what to do. He formed PARC (Pickering Airport Lands Revitalization Committee)
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to “examine strategies for the federally owned lands which would ensure maximization of their
agricultural potential and aid in the preservation of a sense of community.” Alarmed at the
numerous constraints that an airport would/could impose on the area in terms of infrastructure
and farming activities, PARC’s members urged the Transport Minister, in their report,[15] to
“clearly abandon all plans for construction of an airport and to act to establish an agricultural
preserve and private ownership of the lands.” One of the cited constraints was a Ministry of
Transport airport wildlife control policy that would force area farmers to plough and hay at
night, to avoid attracting birds.
The Transport Canada wildlife control policy still exists, and even includes lists of crops that
farmers can and cannot sow.[16]
In short, the tens of thousands of acres of farms within the Wildlife Hazard Zone would face
the same threat as the RNUP, should an airport ever be built on the Federal Lands. To ensure
adequate safety for aircraft and human life, an airport’s operator and/or Transport Canada would
hold the power to ban any farming practices that attract birds. Farmers in such circumstances,
their operations strictly regulated and their freedom of action limited, would risk investment
losses or have to finance a new farming model. Farmers outside the Wildlife Hazard Zone would
be free of such restrictions, not to mention the financial risks and burdens.

3.4

Even Businesses Next to an Airport
While certain types of businesses find it useful to be near an airport, many avoid locating too
nearby. As Steven Malanga noted in “Airfields of Dreams” in the U.S. magazine City Journal[17]:
Many businesses don’t want to locate in industrialized airport settings –
which tend to be ugly and lacking urban amenities – just for the sake of easy
airport access. Even FedEx, which employs thousands of cargo handlers at
[Memphis International], has been moving its front-office employees to
suburban office developments, leaving behind hundreds of thousands of square
feet of unused space.”
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4 Class 1 Soil
4.1

What It Is and Why It’s So Important
The Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs (OMAFRA) describes the Canada
Land Inventory for Agriculture as “an interpretative system for assessing the effects of climate
and soil characteristics on the limitations of land for growing common field crops.” In Ontario,
those crops include corn, soybeans, small grains, and perennial forages.
The classification system evaluates the potential [our italics] capability of soils for their:
• productivity (quantity of crop),
• flexibility (the range of crops that can be grown on a particular class of soil), and
• management (the improvement or conservation the soil requires for production).
The word “potential” above is crucial. Current land use doesn’t always reflect the true agricultural
potential of the land in question. We’ll have more to say on this in later sections.
Soils are classified into seven groups. Class 1 soil is ranked the best for agriculture; Class 7
can’t be farmed at all. Classes 1, 2, and 3 are deemed able to support “sustained production of
cultivated field crops and are considered prime agricultural land resources.”
Soil expert Rene Van Acker, Professor and Associate Dean of the Ontario Agricultural College,
University of Guelph, has drawn attention to the importance of our Class 1 soil and why we
must preserve it:
• Class 1 soil essentially has no limitations in regard to the following characteristics: excess
water, depth to bedrock, drainage capacity, structure (which may impact drainage and root
growth), and topography.
• Class 1 soil is considered highly productive and very valuable, not least because of its scarcity;
only 11 per cent of Canada’s land mass has any agricultural potential at all, and only 0.5 per
cent is Class 1 farmland.
• Ontario is fortunate in having more than half of the country’s Class 1 farmland, due in part to
our moderate climate and – this is crucial – reliable rainfall. This combination of best soil and
temperate climate “makes our farmland that much more valuable and that much more productive, and rare.”
• In Ontario we have already urbanized 18 per cent of this rare Class 1 land.
No new farmland exists in most of the world – according to Dr Van Acker,[18] “certainly not in
Canada, and definitely not in Ontario.” Nor can we recreate it. As he explains:
Farmland is not just topsoil. It is comprised of soil horizons; the A horizon
(typically topsoil), the B horizon (structural layers including materials evolving
into soil) and the C horizon, which forms a foundation layer for the soil,
including parent material (from which soil is built over geological timeframes,
i.e., tens of thousands of years). These horizons form a complex structure that
allows for drainage, root growth, nutrient exchange, all to support crop growth.
Disrupting these horizons fundamentally disrupts farmland.
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And the disruption of these soil horizons, depending on its degree, permanently affects the soil’s
agricultural capability.
Because Class 1 soils are the only class of soils with no significant limitations on their use for
crops, they can reliably yield the most productive (most profitable) and widest variety of crops
every year. The human race relies on agriculture for its survival. With a global population of
7.2 billion and counting (fast), we must start preserving our most productive farmland now –
as if our lives depended on it. Which they do.

4.2

Do We Have Enough Farmland?
A few years back, a senior federal Cabinet Minister was overheard to say: “Ontario has enough
farmland.” He was wrong.
• Statistics Canada data show[19] that Ontario is losing more than 350 acres of farmland
from production every day.* Most farmland loss tends to be near urban centres and this is
especially true in the Greater Golden Horseshoe, where the best-quality farmland is to
be found.
• The extension of Hwy. 407 will eat up some 3,000 acres of prime farmland in Durham
Region[20] – and this is not good news. Durham relies on agriculture for its economic health.
Yet, as the Region itself reports, it is constantly losing farmland: the total declined from
373,611 acres in 1981 to 297,702 acres in 2011 – a drop of 20 per cent in just 30 years.[21]
So we in Ontario (as in the rest of Canada) are losing farmland at an alarming rate. According to
the UN, the same thing is happening everywhere. The report State of the World's Land and Water
Resources for Food and Agriculture (SOLAW),[22] is one of many that document lost and
degraded farmland around the globe. Whether through droughts, floods, or the ravages of pests,
urbanization, or poor farming practices, the planet is losing more and more arable land even as
our population races headlong towards 9 billion within the next 35 years. While it’s a fact that
GMO seeds and the increasingly heavy use of fertilizer and pesticides, among other techniques,
have resulted in higher crop yields in recent years, they have also hastened soil degradation,
salinization, and a growing resistance by pests and diseases to the chemicals we’re using to
control them.[23] What do we try next?
Add to this the effects of climate change. Here in Ontario, much of our imported fresh produce
comes from California, a state now well into its fourth year of devastating drought. More than
70 per cent of the state is suffering “extreme drought”; nearly half is experiencing the highest
category – “exceptional” drought.[24] Farmers have been given priority in terms of water usage
but, even then, have had to plough under almond orchards and forego sowing certain crops for
want of sufficient water to irrigate them. Many wells have been dry for years. New ones are being
drilled to unprecedented depths, tapping into aquifers that cannot be replenished through normal
rainfall. Scientists claim that California hasn’t been this dry in 500 years.[25] Mexico and other
countries, all sources of the food we eat, are also suffering severe droughts. Even the climate of
our Canadian Prairies is semi-arid and vulnerable to drought. Alberta declared an agricultural
disaster this year, primarily due to a prolonged summer drought.[26]
We should be growing more of our own food. Instead, we import even those foods we could
readily grow ourselves. Checking the sources of fresh produce in our supermarkets, even at the
* This is equivalent to an area the size of Metro Toronto lost every 15 months.
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height of the growing season here, is instructive. We import much of it and of other foods – even
staples – quite casually. It would be folly to think we can continue this practice as the climate
continues to change and as our own population grows. The increasing cost of imports, their
unreliability in terms of quality, safety, availability, and transport, along with a host of social and
humanitarian considerations, make this option a short-term and selfish luxury at best.
Canada needs a national food policy. Protecting our own farmland – and especially our most
productive farmland – is the wisest path to food security. It would also give us the wherewithal
and opportunity to help feed the rest of the world. We are fortunate to have within our borders
the natural resources to achieve these goals. Why would we even think of squandering such
resources when the stakes are so high?

No one is going to look back 50 years from now and say,
“we protected too much green space and farm land”.
– Jennifer Keesmaat, Chief Planner for the City of Toronto,
April 7, 2015

4.3

Where the Province Stands
The Provincial Government has affirmed that the protection of our agricultural land and
fresh-water resources is vitally important to Ontario’s future, and has declared its hope that
the present Coordinated Land Use Policy Review will result in even stronger protections, for
our own sake and that of future generations.
Here is a glimpse of some of the provincial positions and protections currently in force:
Provincial Policy Statement (2014)[1]
Under Part IV: Vision for Ontario’s Land Use Planning System:
Strong communities, a clean and healthy environment and a strong economy are
inextricably linked. Long-term prosperity, human and environmental health and
social well-being should take precedence over short-term considerations. (p. 5)

Under Part V: Policies:
1.1 Managing and Directing Land Use to Achieve Efficient and Resilient
Development and Land Use Patterns
1.1.4

Rural Areas and Municipalities:

1.1.4.2 Agricultural uses, agriculture-related uses, on-farm diversified
uses and normal farm practices should be promoted and protected
in accordance with provincial standards. (p. 11)
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1.7 Long-Term Economic Prosperity:
1.7.1

Long-term economic prosperity should be supported by:
b) optimising the long-term availability and use of land [..]
h) providing opportunities to support local food, and promoting
the sustainability of agri-food and agri-business by protecting
agricultural resources, and minimizing land use conflicts;
(pp. 19-20)

2.2 Water:
2.2.1

Planning authorities shall protect, improve or restore the quality
and quantity of water by:
e) implementing necessary restrictions on development and site
alteration to:
1. protect all municipal drinking water supplies and
designated vulnerable areas; and
2. protect, improve or restore vulnerable surface and ground
water, sensitive surface water features and sensitive ground
water features, and their hydrological functions; (p. 23)

And especially, under:
2.3 Agriculture:
2.3.1

Prime agricultural areas shall be protected for long-term use for
agriculture.
Prime agricultural areas are areas where prime agricultural lands
predominate. Speciality crop areas shall be given the highest
priority for protection, followed by Canada Land Inventory
Class 1, 2, and 3 lands […]

2.3.3

Permitted Uses:

2.3.3.1 In prime agricultural areas, permitted uses and activities are:
agricultural uses, agriculture-related uses and on-farm
diversified uses. (p. 24)

It should be noted that the federal government has made known its wishes to support Ontario’s
Greenbelt, Oak Ridges Moraine, and other land-use policies – as well as the Provincial Policy
Statement, which directs that prime farmland be put to non-agricultural use only if:
• there is an identified need within the planning horizon […] to accommodate the
proposed use, and
• there are no reasonable alternative locations which avoid prime agricultural areas.
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The Greenbelt ... is a key part in our government’s eﬀorts to protect the
environment and ﬁght climate change. Its protecon of agricultural lands
ensures we can grow our own food for generaons to come. The Greenbelt is one of the greatest contribuons our generaon has made to the
future of Ontario.
– Ted McMeekin, Minister of Municipal Aﬀairs and Housing, 2015

Provincial Greenbelt Plan (2005)[27]
Under Geographic Specific Policies in the Protected Countryside:
3.1

Agricultural system
3.1.1

Description
The Protected Countryside contains an Agricultural System that
provides a continuous and permanent land base necessary to
support long-term agricultural production and economic activity.

(p.12)

Oak Ridges Moraine Plan (2001)[28]
Under Plan Objectives:
The Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Act, 2001 establishes the following objectives
for the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan:
(a) protecting the ecological and hydrological integrity of the Oak Ridges
Moraine Area;
(b) ensuring that only land and resource uses that maintain, improve or restore
the ecological and hydrological functions of the Oak Ridges Moraine Area
are permitted; (p. 6)

Under Land Use Designations:
Countryside Areas provide an agricultural and rural transition and buffer
between the Natural Core Areas and Natural Linkage Areas and the urbanized
Settlement Areas. Prime agricultural areas as well as natural features are
protected. Most of the uses typically allowed in agricultural and other rural
areas are allowed here. (p. 5)

What is crystal clear from these provincial land-use policies is that the Province does not want
to see development on Ontario farmland unless all other options have been exhausted. Seaton’s
designated employment lands would be an obvious option for any developer eyeing the Federal
Lands, so would have to be used first.
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4.4

The Soil of the Federal Lands
The Federal Lands, whether in Markham, Uxbridge, or Pickering, are mostly composed of
Class 1 soil (Fig. 2). The acres in Markham and Uxbridge are now protected in the Park. But
what of the portion still marked for an airport and “economic development”?
Fig. 2 Agricultural Soil Classiﬁcaon

Source: Pickering Airport Draft Plan Report, GTAA, 2004, p. 3:21

That portion isn’t wasteland. It’s farmland. The westernmost part of it is within the Provincial
Greenbelt and is covered by Greenbelt legislation. A small section to the north is on the
protected Oak Ridges Moraine and is covered by the Moraine Conservation Plan and legislation.
Together, these two provincially protected parcels total about 4,000 acres – amounting to almost
half the site still retained for a potential future airport and economic development.
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The rest, in the southeast corner (north and west of Brougham), is zoned as “whitebelt.” But the
designation is misleading. Whitebelt lands are basically rural areas not protected by the Greenbelt
from urban development in the future. They are a kind of up-for-grabs area between approved
urban settlement areas and the Greenbelt area. On the Federal Lands, the whitebelt zoning
has had nothing to do with quality of soil, and everything to do with the fact that this corner has
been earmarked by Ottawa for decades as the site of a future airport. As the soil map shows, most
of this “whitebelt” area is itself Class 1 farmland. If an airport hadn’t been contemplated here, the
land would more than likely have been protected within the Provincial Greenbelt years ago, at the
same time as the farmland adjacent to it.
Liberated from an airport threat and from airport zoning restrictions, the Federal Lands could
once again realize their true potential. The farming could be transitioned from cash cropping to
more diverse mixed farming, including livestock and some 200 other crops that can be grown
here, not least speciality crops such as apples, grapes, and onions, thus qualifying the land for the
Province’s highest level of protection.
Before a decision is made to despoil this irreplaceable asset for any non-agricultural purpose(s),
here’s the fundamental question that must be asked:
To be successful, does this airport (or factory or office block or
campus or biotech operation or any other facility) absolutely need to
occupy Class 1 farmland?
If the answer is “no,” then according to the Provincial Policy Statement an alternative site must
be found for those uses.
Farmers alone need Class 1 farmland. The rest of us, if we want a secure food source, absolutely
need them to have it.
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5 Economic Development
5.1

The Pickering Area Today
If North Pickering is lacking jobs and economic activity, the reason can be traced directly to
the consequences of expropriation in 1972 and Transport Canada’s neglect of 30 sq. miles of
land over the 44 years since. North Pickering was once a thriving, productive, prosperous
farming community with several bustling hamlets, including Altona and Brougham.[29] With
expropriation, hundreds of people were forced to leave their farms, homes, and businesses. This
exodus was followed by decades of neglect and mismanagement that effectively destroyed the
community, turned Altona and Brougham into ghost hamlets, and starved the nearby hamlets of
Claremont, Green River, and Locust Hill. South Pickering has – although to a lesser extent – been
a casualty too. As an analogy, imagine arbitrarily removing GM from Oshawa and then actively
preventing, for four decades, all attempts to replace the lost employment. To a significant degree,
this describes what has been done to Pickering.
The City (like everywhere else) is eager to attract businesses and jobs but hasn’t had marked
success. The perennial threat (or empty promise) of a “potential future airport” has surely played
its part in keeping the City’s economy depressed. The uncertainty is unhealthy – even debilitating.
And some companies may be reluctant to locate their operations in highly controversial areas
such as this one, where a plan for an airport or any other urban development on the Federal Lands
is fiercely opposed by many local residents and by politicians at more than one level of
government.
This Study is looking into the potential for development on the Federal Lands. But Pickering
currently has about 200 acres of serviced yet vacant industrial/commercial land within its
boundaries. Another 800 acres of serviced employment lands will be coming online as Seaton
takes shape.[30] Ajax, next door to Pickering, has nearly 800 acres of serviced/unserviced land
available.[31] Oshawa too has available land and will have more. Commercial/industrial property
along Hwy 407 has been sign-posted for sale or lease for years, without takers. Apparently,
companies are tending to prefer move-in-ready buildings, close to amenities (shops, transit) for
their employees.[32] So what would attract them to the more remote, unserviced farmland
of the Federal Lands? And would the Province allow the destruction of a key provincial asset
when alternative land is available?
Pickering needs job creation today. Would an airport solve the problem? No. Since no airport
of any type is needed here, an airport built here would fail, leaving behind a blighted wasteland
(and probably ensuring Pickering a scathing footnote in history books about our having learned
nothing from the fiasco of Mirabel).
Certainly, the status quo on the Lands, the few small businesses aside, isn’t much of a job creator
for Pickering. Within Durham Region, 88 per cent of the federal site is currently leased
for farming/agriculture[33] but we are aware of only one farm family who still live on-site and
earn the majority of their income from farming. Farm service operations have long since fled the
area. Thanks to Transport Canada’s policies of one-year leases[34] and neglect and destruction of
farm infrastructure (homes, barns, outbuildings, fences, tile drainage), it’s mainly farmers from
Markham, Stouffville, Uxbridge, Whitby, and northern Durham Region who now work the Lands.
And they plant cash crops – the only profitable options available to them in the circumstances.
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These farmers are on the Lands for a few days in the spring to do the sowing, and for a few days
in the fall to harvest, and that’s it. The income they earn from farming here is spent in their home
communities, not in Pickering.
Any sane person would say: “ENOUGH! Let’s move on! It’s 2015!” But for reasons beyond our
ken, no one – yet – has been able to wrest this area from Transport Canada’s hardwired thinking
and destructive grip, to return it to its former productivity and prosperity.

5.2

“Including a Potenal Future Airport”
Build it and they will come. How often have we heard this? Airport proponents, from politicians
and editorial writers to letters-to-the-editor writers and next-door neighbours, have all – at one
time or other – uttered this phrase with perfect confidence. But many airports around the globe
have never managed to attract business, or have attracted so little that they have to be heavily
subsidized to survive: Lambert–St. Louis International, USA; Manston Airport, Kent, UK;
Mirabel International, Ste-Scholastique, Québec, Canada; Mattala Rajapaksa International,
Sri Lanka; MidAmerica Airport, Illinois, USA; Kazi Nazrul Islam Airport, Durgapur, India;
Pittsburgh International, USA; Memphis International, USA; Northwest Florida Beaches
International, USA; the list goes on.
The moral? It’s just not wise to pin job-creation hopes on a misquote from a feel-good
baseball movie.
Sadly, too many people in need of real jobs have been taken in over the years by politicians’
promises of the many jobs that would flow from an airport in Pickering. After Finance Minister
Flaherty’s announcement in June, 2013, Stouffville’s mayor told local media that he was looking
forward to “10,000 jobs and a variety of spinoff businesses” in Stouffville.[35] Pickering’s mayor
told the press: “We think the airport will play a significant role in helping to reach that 30,000
new jobs target. ... An aeronautics industry could take root here in the City of Pickering …
There will be an economic stimulus for the area and it will …[bring] well-paying jobs to Durham
Region.”[36] Nothing happened. But in the meantime, a lot of local residents’ hopes were raised
and subsequently dashed.
Then, for a moment this summer, an opportunity seemed to open up that could give the Lands,
and the whole area, a new lease on life.
On July 13, Transport Minister Lisa Raitt announced the launch of two studies: an Independent
Advisor would conduct market soundings, consult with private and public interests, and gauge
views on the timing and the type of airport “that might be needed.” At the same time, Transport
Canada would assess aviation needs across the GGH. Minister Raitt added: “There is a need to
know if we have the air infrastructure we should have, and whether there is a business case for a
future airport.”
She also told Land Over Landings: “What you’re talking about [the importance of the Lands as
farmland] should be brought to the attention of the Independent Advisor.”
On July 31, you yourself, Dr Polonsky, described how impressed you were by the size of the
new Park “and similarly […] the ag lands. They’re enormous. I had no idea they were that huge.
And so that’s very important. You know, we all eat. We all know it’s better to eat fresh, it’s better
to eat local, so (anything we can do to improve that) is all good.” You went on to say that “we
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want to meet with everyone who wants to sit down and talk to us. […] As I understand the
mandate, we want to do absolutely everything we can to enshrine […] the Park, the ag part, and
the entrepreneurial part […] the entrepreneurial part could include an airport.”
“Might” and “whether” and “could.” The door seemed open to the possibility of no airport.
It appeared that interest and need had to be proven before an airport could be justified. What a
refreshing change!
Then, from Transport Canada in October came the Study’s Terms of Reference and Potential
Areas for Discussion – both documents wholly airport-focussed. Economic development was to
be “compatible with an airport,” suggestions would be solicited on what was needed to “advance
airport development work,” and the final report would “describe the outstanding issues for the
development of a potential future airport.” All this before either study had shown whether there
was significant interest in an airport and whether there was the remotest need for one.
On the question of need, the answer is already evident to anyone who follows GTHA news.
Our Greater Golden Horseshoe airports aren’t overly burdened with activity.
• Oshawa and Waterloo survive thanks to public subsidies.
• Oshawa is busy but its traffic has been declining for years and even the addition of Buttonville
users has caused only the tiniest uptick – its current traffic load is about 40 per cent of what it
was in the 1970s.[8] (p. 19)
• Waterloo is functioning at 2 per cent of its theoretical annual passenger capacity and showing
no sign of turning that around.[3] (ch. 5, p. 15)
• Hamilton has had trouble attracting and retaining passenger carriers and is functioning at
3 per cent of its theoretical annual passenger capacity.[3] (ch. 5, p. 9) The airport recently
boasted about its increased cargo tonnage until the inconvenient revelation that it had been
quoting “landed weight” as the tonnage figures; in other words, not just the billable cargo but
the weight of the aircraft too!! [37] The practice has now been stopped, and Hamilton’s
properly reported tonnage shows no obvious growth trend over the past five years.[38]
• Pearson, as we’ve already noted, still has lots of capacity. At the “Engineering the Future of
GTA Transportation” conference, hosted on March 25, 2015, by the York Region Chapter of
the Professional Engineers Association of Ontario, the GTAA’s Eileen Waechter stated that
Pearson would be handling 63 million passengers by 2033, having reached 61 per cent of its
annual-air-passenger capacity in 2014. If the airport’s throughput were measured by aircraft
movements rather than by passenger volume (see Appendix A), Pearson’s management would
have no need for concern about capacity limits for many decades. (If then. Aviation could well
have changed out of all recognition by that time.)
• A Buttonville replacement, as we’ve pointed out in section 2.3 of this submission, isn’t needed.
And if built, it would more than likely affect the viability of several other local airports.
Such details suggest that a new airport would be unsuccessful in sparking an economic boom in
the City and Region and would be a high-stakes gamble at best. Yet the documents in Transport
Canada’s information package imply – more than that: they prove – that the department is once
again stacking the deck: the airport is a given; it’s just a matter of time – hence the four questions
on “interim” proposals. The word “potential” is simply a sop.
The rusty old screws are being given another quarter-turn.
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5.3

A Dangerous Misconcepon
The misconception has to do with agriculture and its economic value – and was perhaps born
of a mistaken assumption in our society in general that farmland is simply land waiting to be
developed, that agricultural activity is somehow not a business, that farmers aren’t businessmen
or businesswomen. Every single assumption is false.
Yet the misconception continues to be propagated at the highest levels. The Region has wisely
committed to preserving and enhancing its agriculture and agri-food sector because “it is vital
to Durham’s economic health,” [21] yet Finance Minister Flaherty went on record as expressly
ruling out agriculture, when he made his June 2013 announcement earmarking part of the
non-Park Lands (all in Durham Region) for “economic development.” Why would he do this?
And, more to the point, why did the regional chair of Durham and the mayor of Pickering fail to
challenge this incomprehensible exclusion, given agriculture’s critical importance to the Region
as its second largest primary goods producing sector? [39] Their silence endorsed the Finance
Minister’s comment and lent credence to the mistaken belief that farming has no part to play in
economic development. As we demonstrate below, it in fact plays a vital and leading role.

5.4

Farming and Food Producon = Big Business
We’ll cite just a handful of statistics:
• In the Golden Horseshoe alone, farmland generates more than $1.5 billion in gross farm
receipts annually and, through the multiplier effect, is estimated to contribute $35 billion
every year to our country’s economy.[40]
• The Greenbelt is home to 5,500 farms, and the per-acre gross farm receipts in the Golden
Horseshoe are $1,756 – nearly double that of the Ontario average of $939.” [41]
• In five years, gross farm receipts in Durham Region grew by approximately $34 million –
from $240 million in 2006 to $273 million in 2011.[21] (p. 10)
• In the four Regions of the GTA (including Durham), agriculture and food processing
generated $7 billion in labour income.[21] (p. 15)
• Durham’s Agricultural Strategy for 2013-2018 states that “the food and farming cluster in
the Golden Horseshoe is the second largest in North America with tremendous potential for
growth.”[21] (p. 15)
What other sector can make such claims – and back them up?

Agriculture
Agriculturewas
wasthe
thefoundaon,
foundaon,and
andisissll
sllthe
theNo.
No.11
employer
employerininDurham
DurhamRegion.
Region.
– Durham Region Chair Roger Anderson, “Durham marks
its 40th anniversary”, Brock Cizen, January 9, 2014
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5.5

Our Blueprint for Economic Resurgence
Let’s remove the Never-Never-Airport from the equation. Let’s acknowledge that Durham Region
is blessed with a rare and priceless natural asset that most of the rest of the world would sell its
soul to possess. Let’s recognize that agriculture is essential to the survival of the human race
(we can’t go back to being hunter-gatherers: there are too many of us, we’ve destroyed too much
biodiversity, we’ve overfished the oceans, and we’ve killed off most animals, so that leaves us
with our fields of crops).
Let’s agree that these fields must be protected for food production for all time. We needn’t be
concerned here about the protection mechanism to be used; it could be an expansion of the RNUP
or the creation of a land trust or agricultural preserve with easements to ensure that the land is
never used for non-agricultural purposes. It might be some other option altogether but with the
same goal and outcome. Let’s envisage the lands as being part of a wider plan (perhaps part of a
national food policy) to provide fresh food to Canada’s largest urban centre and beyond, and to
help fill food gaps and assuage hunger in needy parts of the world.
We already have the essential basic ingredients (soil, climate, opportunity) to turn these lands
and our largely agricultural Region into a prosperous food hub, making the best use of our area’s
spectacular natural resource. Why turn a silk purse into a sow’s ear?! The area would enjoy a
resurgence without loss of its special character. And a food hub would be an ideal neighbour for
the Rouge National Urban Park, with its strong agricultural mandate.
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A food hub would:
• revive the area, including nearby hamlets;
• bring back farm services and food processing operations;
• prompt the creation of incubator farms to train much-needed
new young farmers and give them their start;
• open the doors to agricultural research;
• spawn a profusion of restaurants, pubs, cafés, bakeries, bistros,
farmers’ markets, all promoting local food;
• provide fresh local food to the ever-growing metropolis on our doorstep;
• confer on us a unique and memorable profile;
• make us a destination for tourists and Torontonians alike;
• help our area prosper and put us on the map.
We could proudly spotlight – to the entire world – a shining example of wise land use for the
long-term and the common good.
The transition could not be completed overnight – neither could that for an airport or anything
else – but it would start creating jobs today instead of waiting another generation or more in the
hope of airport jobs. A return to a focus on agriculture and agriculture-related businesses could be
launched far more easily and less expensively. For a start, it wouldn’t require an environmental
assessment. It wouldn’t involve massive earth-moving operations or major roadworks. If the
arable land of the Federal Lands were devoted to mostly speciality farming, whether food crops or
livestock, the transition could be effected with little cost to the public. The roads and hydro lines
are already there. No municipal water or sewerage would be needed for the farms. Garbage
pickup and snow clearing already take place, wouldn’t change much, and would continue to be
easier and more quickly handled than in residential, commercial, and industrial areas.
There would be work for the construction industry. The farmhouses, barns, outbuildings, and
fences all need to be rebuilt or restored, so that farmers can once again live on or near the land
they farm. And there would be the rebuilding of Brougham – virtually a blank slate now, but
an ideal location, at the intersection of Hwy 7, Brock Road, and Hwy 407, for a number of
businesses and facilities.
There would be no need for massive investment by the Province, Region, or City. No unique
subsidies or other financial incentives would be required to continue farming here; in the hands
of savvy, skilful farmers, farming as a stand-alone business is a profitable enterprise. There would
be no sudden and massive injection of noise and pollution into a rural area. No significant rise in
traffic congestion. Few additional long-term infrastructure maintenance costs for the City and
Region. In short, there are distinct advantages to keeping farmland as farmland instead of paving
it over for some other use.
And the new and varied activity would create jobs – on the Lands, in Brougham, in the surrounding hamlets, and in South Pickering. What’s more, most of these jobs would remain here because,
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unlike the majority of other Ontario businesses, the sources of our agricultural wealth – Canada’s
richest and most productive farm soil, a moderate growing climate, and plentiful sources of fresh
water – simply cannot be packed up by farmers and relocated to the United States, Mexico, or
another continent.
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5.6

A Business Case for Agriculture
Our pioneers cleared Canada’s most fertile and productive Class 1 soil for farming, which
became the foundation of southern Ontario’s wealth. Today, the economic might of Ontario’s
agricultural industry still endures. As we have noted, Durham Region’s agricultural economy
is the second-largest in the primary goods production sector. Agriculture is also Ontario’s second
largest industry in terms of economic output. It generates $34 billion in GDP and employs
760,000 Ontarians each and every day. The agri-food sector constitutes 23 per cent of our
manufacturing sector in Ontario.
What is the business case for agriculture on the Federal Lands?
We studied the income for the two dominant cash crops grown by tenant farmers on the Durham
portion of the Federal Lands for the period 2003–2011. We used standard OMAFRA Publication
60 Field Crop Budget software to calculate the expenses and revenue for growing corn and
soybeans. We used a land rental cost of $40 per acre (the case for the majority of tenant farm
leases on the Federal Lands). We based crop yields on annual OMAFRA data for Durham
Region. The results are shown in Appendix B: Federal Lands Income for Corn and Soybeans,
2003–2011. There was considerable variation in annual profit/loss, due to a couple of
exceptionally wet years that affected crop yields, and due also to world market selling-price
volatility. “But that’s farming, it’s the long haul that counts in our business,” a local farmer said
when shown the results. The farmers who saw the data thought the numbers were reasonable;
however, their own results were not quite as good as modelled. Their maintenance costs were
higher, because their one-year leases made them hesitant to replace worn-out equipment.
The model indicates that the average return on investment for the period 2003–2011 on the
Federal Lands was estimated to be about 15 per cent for corn and 22 per cent for soybeans.
Who wouldn’t want to be in businesses like these? It is unfortunate that farmers tend to publicly
complain about how difficult it is to make a living in the bad years, then say little about their
highly profitable years. It’s not an unusual human trait. Unfortunately, it reinforces the myth that
no one makes any money farming.
The results of our study were shown to Margaret Walton, one of Ontario’s foremost experts in
agriculture land use planning. She said our model underestimated the “potential economic
opportunities for agriculture" on the Federal Lands because cash crops by themselves do not
utilize the farmland to its optimum wealth-generating capability. She recommended a
comprehensive professional study by an agricultural land use planner/economist, saying that
it would “strengthen your economic case considerably.”
Aspects that a study would need to take into account:
• Cash cropping the Federal Lands doesn’t come close to utilizing the economic potential of the
Class 1 soil, which is capable of dependably growing up to 200 crops in this part of Ontario.
• One year leases severely limit:
– the variety of crops now grown, inhibiting investments necessary to grow higher-valueadded perennial crops or any crop requiring more than one year to earn a profit on its
investment. Many of these crops naturally support development of high value-added
secondary businesses and corresponding job creation. For example, Ms Walton thought
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this was the best apple growing area in Ontario for both quality and varieties, and
orchards would support local farmers’ markets, cider mills, etc.
– livestock farming (barns and fences are in poor condition on the Lands).
Re-establishment of this type of farming would again support high value-added
secondary businesses (in meats, specialty dairy products) and trigger corresponding
job creation.
• Because the Federal Lands are uniquely all leased, they provide an unparallelled job-creation
opportunity for young farmers (and for other agri-business entrepreneurs) to get started in
farming, or for supporting agri-food businesses. The cost of buying farmland is a significant
financial barrier for those wanting to pursue agriculture as a career.
• OMAFRA is in the process of introducing Guidelines on Permitted Uses in Ontario’s Prime
Agricultural Areas, which will allow development of a wider diversity of farm-related
businesses on existing “farmyard footprints,” provided these new businesses place no
additional burden on municipal services. They must use current rural infrastructure: roads,
wells, and septic systems. The Federal Lands contain hundreds of destroyed farmyards. These
“brownfield” sites are perfect locations for this much-broader range of farm-related businesses
to develop, in accordance with the new OMAFRA guidelines.
There are other factors that favour development of a Federal Lands “food hub”:
• The much larger area of local permanent farmland outside the remaining Federal Lands
enhances the economic “critical mass” needed to help more agriculture-supporting secondary
businesses to develop in the area. Specifically:
– A significant amount of leased Pickering farmland surrounding the Federal Lands,
whose use is now frozen for agriculture: the Duffins Rouge Agricultural Preserve and
the North-East Pickering land assembly – together increase the area permanently
farmed by an additional 10,400 acres.
– The RNUP’s 10,200 acres of permanent farmland have become a game changer for
agriculture and supporting businesses in the GTA urban fringe. Farmers who used to
say “I’ll be the last to farm this land” are now saying “someone will always farm this
land.” In this new situation, businesses supporting agriculture are less likely to retreat
northward, and more new ones will emerge.
– In the wider Regional context, Durham contains 278,879 acres of the 932,437 acres
of farmland in the Provincial Greenbelt (30 per cent of the area). Durham’s
Greenbelt farmland is 45 per cent of the Region’s total area of 623,477 acres.
Permanently preserving the remaining Federal Lands for agriculture would enable
the North Pickering area to fully participate in Durham Region’s destiny of becoming
the agri-business economic powerhouse in the GTA – truly the GTA's food hub of
the future.
• In the urban GTA, the increasing awareness of and support for fresh, locally grown food. The
Federal Lands are ideally located to supply this need.
We are following Margaret Walton’s advice and currently preparing a request for proposal for
a professional study of the Lands’ economic potential as an agriculture and agri-food hub.
Agriculture remains, as it has been for the past two centuries, the best permanent use of the
Federal Lands.
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6 Expropriaon and the Government’s
Moral Duty
What follows is an updated version of arguments put forward in “Buttonville East Dissected.” [8]
Two centuries ago, immigrants discovered that the most valuable asset in the area now known as
the Federal Lands was its rich agricultural soil. They tended their newly acquired land with care,
provided a bounty of agricultural products, and built prosperity – not only for their families but
also for the vibrant communities that developed as a direct result of this agricultural wealth.
In 1972, the Government of Canada seized the land from all property owners, including farmers.
The reason given: the land was “required by the Crown for a public work,” specifically, the
construction of a “major international airport.” [42] More than four decades later, this “public
work” still does not exist. To this day, the best use for the Federal Lands remains farming. As long
as proper stewardship of the soil is maintained, stand-alone farming businesses will be able to
farm on the Federal Lands for centuries to come, profitably growing a vast array of agricultural
products, providing fresh local food, and creating lifelong employment and wealth for Canadians.
Canadians entrust the Crown with the right to expropriate property, but only when it is absolutely
necessary to override the property rights of individuals for a specific and vital public purpose.
On the Federal Lands, not only has the 1972 rationale for expropriation (as stated to private
property owners) grown increasingly fanciful; it has also been abundantly clear for decades that
the seizure of most of the Lands was not absolutely necessary; the land will never be needed for
a major international airport. In fact, it appears today that none of the Lands will be needed for
that purpose. At Sainte-Scholastique, where at least part of Mirabel was built, the Mulroney and
Harper governments recognized that about 92,000 of the 98,000 acres expropriated there would
never be needed for a major international airport, and they acted to correct what, in 2006, Prime
Minister Harper called “an historic injustice.” [43] They retroceded the surplus lands to their
original use – farming.
Retrocession didn’t happen with the Federal Lands. Instead, the Government of Canada oversaw
decades of destruction to lives, rural communities, and local infrastructure, taking an area that
had added wealth to the Canadian economy for nearly two centuries and turning it into a
perpetual drain on the Canadian treasury. The justification for building a major international
airport, unconvincing even in the 1970s, became ever more so.
Finally, thanks to decisions by Ottawa in 2013 and 2015, just over half of the site was
protected within the Rouge National Urban Park – protected in perpetuity as a public place, to
fulfil a public need. These were acceptable decisions after all this time, and possibly visionary.
But the rest of the site remains under threat, and is even at risk of being handed over to
private interests for uses that fall outside the scope of the official reason given for expropriation.
A blow upon a bruise to the families whose land this was. And a dangerous path for a government
to tread. Here, on the Federal Lands, the Government of Canada fundamentally breached its trust
with Canadians by failing to use the Expropriation Act as it was intended to be used – honestly
and as a last resort – and by failing to meet the obligations imposed by the decision to use it. To
keep its trust with Canadians, the Crown has one correct course of action: if it no longer requires
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the expropriated property for the originally stated purpose, it must retrocede the property to its
original use, as was done at Sainte-Scholastique.
For the past two centuries, responsible, skilled farmers proved farming to be a profitable standalone business in this area, with every expectation of continuing so for centuries more, in a
world increasingly in need of food. To displace farming with less viable businesses – businesses
with no proven record of long-term survival, or no financial viability without special government
subsidies unavailable to competitors – would constitute a terrible deal for taxpayers and a
hugely impolitic move by the Government of Canada, not least because of the clear and solemn
obligations the government assumed when it chose to expropriate.
Breach of trust, breach of faith, the breaking of a legal or moral bond or obligation – call it what
you will. An ethical line is crossed when the country’s senior government (citing a public need)
forcibly deprives citizens of their property and then betrays their trust by failing to deliver the
public work, failing to return the expropriated property to its original use, and deciding instead
to turn the property over to private interests for the benefit of a few instead of the wider public.
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7 The Challenges of the 21st Century
7.1

Climate Change and Populaon Growth
This is not the place to deliver a lengthy treatise on the consequences of climate change and
exploding global population, nor are we expert enough to do so. But scientists the world over
have a mountain of irrefutable data, forecasts, and concerns to do with the crisis the world is
facing: how to feed 2 billion more mouths within the next two to three decades while arable
land, the land we need for our survival, is being irrevocably lost at an unprecedented rate. It
doesn’t take a specialist to see where this situation is headed. The UN’s Food and Agriculture
Organization did not designate 2015 as the International Year of Soils on a whim.
We’re already paying for the first effects of climate change, according to Lloyd’s of London.[44]
Scientists are forecasting deeper and longer droughts, heavier rainfalls, more flooding, and higher
sea levels thanks to Arctic ice-melt, with dire consequences for low-lying coastal regions. Failed
crops and freshwater shortages are expected to trigger mass migrations, more refugee crises,[45]
and in the current estimation of the U.S. State Department and American intelligence services, an
increased risk of instability and conflict throughout the world.[46]
Canada’s geographical location and temperate climate will leave us luckier than most, but will
also place on us the prodigious responsibility of feeding our own population and helping to feed
others. We won’t be able to do either if we continue to squander our farmland. There’s no better
reason to preserve it.

7.2

Aviaon’s Uncertain Future
If a Pickering airport had been needed before, it would have been built by now. If the airlines, air
carriers, and area airports were seriously worried about airport capacity in the GTHA, and were
concerned about their ability to adequately service their customers in the future, they would be
banging on Transport Canada’s doors and yelling “Get on with it now!”
We don’t see this happening, and perhaps there’s a very good reason. Civil aviation’s carbon
footprint is rapidly growing. The sector is responsible for 2 – 2.5 per cent of total global CO2
emissions.[47] It also has the dubious distinction of producing contrails, whose impact on the
climate is now thought to be even greater than that of CO2 emissions.[48] And in 2010, it was
estimated that without policy intervention, aviation emissions of CO2 would increase by between
1.9-fold and 4.5-fold by the year 2050.[49] In response, the United Nations’ International Civil
Aviation Organization (ICAO) obtained an agreement to develop rules by the end of 2016 to make
civil aviation carbon-neutral from 2020 onwards, through the implementation of three major
mechanisms:
• renewable biofuel use,
• aviation technology improvements (aerodynamics, engines, etc.), and
• “market based measures,” such as airfares.
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The research of Manchester University’s Prof. D.S. Lee et al.[50] claims that the fuel and
technology contributions will be so small by 2020 that airfares will have to increase until
demand is flattened to meet the carbon neutral goal.
The world’s jets rely on fossil fuels, burning through some 5 million barrels every day.[51]
Attempts to develop alternative fuels (from sources as varied as corn, Jatropha, Camelina,
algae, wood pellets, used cooking oil, and most recently, halophytes)[52] show promise but
face hurdles:
• So far, no one has been able to produce any of these alternative fuels in commercial quantities.
Last year, Boeing’s Sustainable Biofuel Strategy Director, Darrin Morgan, commented that
“It would be a significant milestone if we can get biofuels to one per cent of the total jet fuel
demand.” The milestone may since have been reached, but that leaves 99 per cent to go, and
the clock is ticking.
• Certain biojetfuels can be used only as a percentage of the overall fuel used. Any higher
percentage would require re-engineered jet engines or retrofitting.
• Large areas of foodland are being taken out of production to grow feedstock for biofuels, and
governments are starting to wake up to the fact that this situation can’t continue.
Can the production of certain biojetfuels be geared up to commercial levels? How will the price
of oil change in the future? How will biojetfuel be priced? How will CO2 emissions be priced or
regulated? How will other jet emissions that cause the GHG effect be regulated? [53]
At some point, the world’s need to cut GHG emissions will draw the aviation industry into its
crosshairs. Will the industry lose its subsidies? Be forced to charge the true cost of flying? Face
tight restrictions and limitations on everything but essential travel and freight? Who knows? In a
world in climate crisis, nothing will be business as usual.
During the 2008–2009 global financial crisis, we learned the hard way that “too big to fail” was
no ironclad protection against failure. Will the next (if a little unwieldy) rallying cry be: “too
important to restrict, even if it jeopardizes our future survival”?
Whatever the future holds for aviation, the sector (and its airports) will be unable to count
on growth.
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Aerword
When Prime Minister Harper first mentioned an imminent study on the future of the Federal
Lands, he said: “Our government will only support projects on these lands, including an airport, if
they are backed by a sound business plan and are in the best interests of this community.”[54]
His statement was unambiguous. An airport would be one of many options. An airport was
not a certainty, to which everything else (including the community’s best interests) would be
obliged to conform. That self-serving interpretation was placed on his words after the fact, by
Transport Canada.
It has been nearly 44 years of this. In fact, it’s been 48 if you count the preliminary planning that
began in 1968 for an airport that wasn’t needed then and isn’t now. Transport Canada’s singleminded pursuit of its airport goal has blighted three generations of families and left a once-vibrant
rural community in ruins.
But it’s 2015 now! Time to declare that North Pickering has suffered enough from an ill-judged
sixties objective that got nowhere except out of hand. More than enough harm has been done to
too many people for far too long. And for nothing.
May the watchword in the future be Primum non nocere – First, do no harm. Putting an airport
or non-agricultural development on the fertile soil of the Federal Lands would be a destructive,
irreversible step. Safeguarding prime farmland to help feed ourselves and future generations
must be a priority in this century. Those who come after us will either praise us or curse us for the
decisions we make today.
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Appendix
A.

Pearson Passenger Volumes and Aircra Movements, 2000–2014
Year

Annual Passengers

Annual Aircraft Movements

2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014

28,930,000
28,043,000
25,930,000
24,739,000
28,616,000
29,914,000
30,972,000
31,446,000
32,335,000
30,368,000
31,936,000
33,435,000
34,912,000
36,110,000
38,572,000

427,000
406,000
383,000
371,000
404,000
409,000
418,000
426,000
431,000
407,000
418,000
428,000
434,000
432,000
435,000

Passenger Growth

Aircraft Movements Growth

33.3 %

1.9 %

Source: GTAA Statistics: http://www.torontopearson.com/en/gtaa/statistics/#

B.

Federal Lands Income for Corn and Soybeans, 2003–2011
Net Return per Acre (% of total revenue)
$40 cash rent per acre model
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