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ABSTRACT 

Rural land uses in the western Toronto Centred 
\ . 

Region were studied in order to determine whether trends 

were in accordance with the stated public policy for the 

area. Three types of land use were studied,' agricultural. - ' 

recreational and no,-farm rural resident'ia!. toli thin the . 

study period. agriculture in the commutershed townships 
~ 

e~perieneed chanqes in struct~re as well as decreases in" 

scale. ~~ny acres of t~e western Toronto Centred ~e~io.n 
.' . 

... 

were under recreational uses, but ~ large number had access 
• • 

>.e,. 

restrictions or financial ~deterrents to use by the general 

p~blic. Lot~fragmentati~n anq rural residence construction 
o 

trends indicated a siqnif~cant increase in the nuwber of 
, , 

la~d owners and residences. especially in ,those areas adja-

cen,t to metropolitan Toronto. Past land uses were found· 
• I . 

npt to be in aceordance with desired'land-u$e patterns and 

are-evaluation of policy or a grea~er intervention in land-

use controls is urqed •. • I 
" 
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CHAPTER I , 

INTB,OI?OCTION 

Land-use patterns in the rural area~ surrounding 

l~rge Canadian cities have been changing rapidly in the , . .. . 
last decade. Nowhere has this been more evident than in 

the Toronto area of southern Ontario. where the rapidly 
sf 

gr?Wing metropolis and its satellite centres have been 
~ 

spreading onto some of the best agricultural land in 

Canada. 

The ineffficient use of land has been a major 

proble~ of unguided urban growth. The premature removal . 
o~ aqricultural land from production for speculative or 

+ 

urban U$es, and the private ownership of land ideal for 

recreational use by the general public h~e been topics 
, 

of special concern. The idea that the land surrounding 

large urban centres shou~d be used in such a way that l 
socie~y as a whole. rather than individuals, benefits, has 

been a common theme in rural-urban stUdies and it will be 

discussed in detail in the review of literature~ 
The government of Ontari~n 1970 published a 

• report ent~~~d Design for Development: The Toronto 

Cen~red Region which acknowledged the existence of these ~ 
.,. 

land-use.problems and outlined a general ~cheme to guide 
tl!!t 

#-

1 

.. 

• 



urban growth in the 37,760 ~quare kilomet~e~ su~rounding 

~etropolitan Toronto (Figur& l). The development palicy~ 

for ~e rural~ommutershed, Zone 2, stated that this 

zone ~hould be retained as much as possible for aqricul
F 

ture, for rec;eation and o~en space uses. l Therefore, 

th~ government has decided that interference in the land 

market is necessary in order to protect these ~~e types 

of land use in the urbanizing are~ surrounding Torontb. 

The main hypothesis of this research ~s that past 

and present trends in land use and land ownership in this 

area of the Toronto Centred Region are not in line with 
-;, • 

the a~ove-stated 'pub1ic policy. Three sub-hy~otheses will 

be examined whiCh correspond to the desired agricultural, 

"recreationa1 and open space policies of the provincial 

.~ov~rnment. These are: 
" 

1977. 

1) Agricultural activity has declined in 
\. . Zone 2. . ~ -- '\ ~ 

2) Provision of recreatio~a+ space in Zone 
2 for use by the generalcpublic has been 
minimal. '1-.-. 

3)· Lot fragmentation and rural residence 
.construction have been interfering 
with the preservation of open space 
in some pa~ts of Zone 2. 

The study p~riod b~Qs in 1955 and extends to 

The year 1955 was se~ected as tbe starting date 

1pesign fQr DevelQRIDenti The Toronto Centt~d 
Region~ (Toronto: Ministry of Treasury,'Econo~ics and 
Intergovernmental Affairs, 1970), p.~O~ 

/"'I 
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. 
because of the availability of pir photo coverage. Empiri-

cal data used- to test these hypotheses were obtained for ~ 

the Town of Ca.1edon, the Reqional Municipality of Pe~l 

and several other Toronto Centred Region townships.~ 

Several minor hypotheses were developed in order 

to prove or disprove each of the three sub-hypotpeses. 

To determine whether ag~ic~ltural activity was declining, 

five minor hypotheses were formulated. 

1) Decline in agricultural activity varies 
spatially aJI'Iong Zone 2 townships. 

2) Fa~land loss is positivel~ related to 
urban population growth, rural population 
growth and Bon-farm rural residential 
growth and is negatively related to 
agri~ultural land capability. 

3) Variables measuring changes in the 
number of farms, farm population and 
agricultural land uses can be related 
to variations in the amount of farm
land loss. 

4) The ratio of the number of farms to the 
area of farmland differentiates town
ships according to the size of their 
farm units. 

5) Areas of Z~ne 2 which have experienced 
large losses of farmland would tend to h~ve 
a high proportion of remaining farmland 
in non-intensive agricultural uses e.g. 
~astureland. 

2The term township is used to refer to all 
county and regional munici,pali tY sub-di visions al thC?ugh 
some, as a result of regional municipality formation, 
are actually regional towns or ci ties.~ 

4 
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'" Fiv~ further minor hypo~heses were formulated to 

examine the trends in the provision of recreational space: 

1) The ratio of recreational land 
land area varies by township. 
area of recreational land arso 
greatly by townehip. 

to. tota~ 
The total 
varies 

2) Areas of surplus or deficit recreational 
space can be identifiea by the ratio be
tween the local population and the avail
able acreages. 

3) The total area,of recreational-l~nd is 
insufficient for the population of the 
growing metropolitan Toro~to area. 

4) Many recreational sites have access { 
restrictions or financial deterrents 
which limit their potential use by th't!! 
general public. 

5) R~creational land uses do not exhibit ~ 
preference for areas. with, high recrea
tional capabilities. 

The changes in the open space character o£ Zone 

2 were analysed with the use of the following minor 

hypotheses covering three areas of interest; l} lot frag

mentation, '2) rural non-farm residence construction and 
. 

3) growth in the rural ?on-farm population: 

1) The number of individually-owned lana 
-p~rcels has increased significantly by 
the fragmentation of lOO-acre lots: 

2) Greater lot fragmentation-activity has 
occurred since 1965. 

3) The tendency' for a lot: to remain stable ,'. 
with regard to the number of paroels it 
contains'decreases through time. Lots' 
with the greatest number of parcels will 
be-the least stable. 

5 . 
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.) Lot fragmentation activity varies spa
tially, with townships nearest to Toronto 
having the higher rates. 

S) Physical, locational arid land-use charac
ter~stics of a lOO-acre lot are related 
to the number of individually-owned 
parc~ls contained in that lot. 

6) Spatial variations in the size of parcels 
exist, with a greater number of small 
parcels being found near Toronto. 

7) The number of residences per lOO-acre 
lot has increased throughout the study 
period. 

8) Spatial varia~ons in residence construction 
exist, with more homes being built near 
Toronto. 

~) R~sidence construction has not occurred at 
the same rate as lot fragmentation but has ' 
been accelerating since 1965. 

10) The dispersed rural non-farm population 
has greatly increased in numbers and as a 
percentage of" the total population. 

The loss of open space is very lrnp~rt~nt in influ

encing future land uses as it also affects agricultural , 

activity and the provision of recreational space. The 

fragmentation of land holdings, in order to create small 

resident~al parcels., affects ag~culture In two ways. 

There is'an actual loss of farmland to other uses but, more 

~mportantly; a loss in efficiency by making farming on the . 
rem~ining land more 'difficult. 'For example, poorly pla~ed 

severances may interfere with farmin9 operations and also 
. -

> 

make it more dif~icult for a f~er to.expand his operations 

by pur?hasing neighbouring land: AgricUltural activity may 

6 
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also" suffer from the juxtaposition of non-compatible land 

uses such as livestock operations an~ non-farm residences. 

7 

• The ontario Agricultural Code of practice3 is an atte~pt -

, 

to minimi2e these conflicts. 
" 

The fragmentation of land holdings, especially in 
• . " 

the more scen~c, low aqricultural capability areas, makes it 

more difficult and more expensive for government agencies 

to purchase land for recreational uses. 

The examination of these minor hypotheses will 

determine whether or no~ the three sub-hypotheses as well 

as the main research hypothesis will be acc~pted or rejected. 

If the research~ypothes~s is accepted and land-u~e ~rends 

are found not tp be in l~ne ;ith desired policies for the 
',,-

,area, planned publi9 policy intervention may be justified . 

The thesis 

chapters following 
\ 

, information on the 

. 
is divided into nine Ch~aPterS'Y~The two 

the Introduction provide ckg~ound 
'/ 

research topic and the stud~ area. 

Chapter II summarizes the relevant literature. The topics 

covered ~re 1) land uses around larq~ urban centr~, 
~ 

2) rural land-use planning, 3) declining agricultural ac-
~ . 

tivity in ur?aniz~ng areas 4) provis~on of recreational 

space near .large urban centres and 5) the loss of open 

space in rural areas due to lot fraqment~tion and ~urar

residence-construction. 

of 
Ministries 

and Housing, 1976}. 
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Chapter III explains why the Town,of Caledon was 

selected as a study area and briefly describes t~e physica~ 

characteristics of the area which affect land uses. The 

8 

settlement history. is summarized and a bri..ef discussion of .... , 

+ecent land-use, and recreational land-use olanninq affectinq . -
the~Town is included. Chapter IV describes -the types of 

dat~ and methods of collection used in the research. \ 

Chapters V. VI, VII and VITI investiaate the three sub-

4 ' hypotheses dealing with agriculture, recreational land uses 

and the decline in bpen space. Chapter, IX su~arizes the 

major findi~gs and discusses whether the ~esearch hypothesis 

and its sub-hypbthe&es should be, accepted or rejected. The 

trends in land use are discussed in. terms of present land-
, , 

use planning qoals and the provision of future recreational 

space: . 

. . 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
5 

,) 

The review of literature' suMmari~es research reports 

and government publications related to the research ~roblem. 

The first two sections ~ovide back~round materialbOn two 
. 

topics, land uses around large urban centres and rural land-
, ~ 

use planning. The philosophy of land use and methods used 

to acquire desired patterns of land use are discu~sed. The 
I 

last three sections deal speq~fically with ~qricultural ac

tivity, the provision of recreational space and the d~c'!ine 

in open space. The literature reviewed in these sections 

qave direction to the formulation of the hypotheses. 

i. Land Use in Areas ~urroundinq Large urba~ Centres 

The concentration of an ever increasing~rop.~rtion 

of the population ~n small areas of land in cities has 

caused a change in the perception of rural areas surround ina 
~ 

these urban centres. When most ot the population ~ived in 

rural areas, br in dispersed small:settl~ents, the ~ural 

environment was part of day-to-day life but. today, access , 
to the countryside is a critical problem for, ~ho~e desiring 

to participate in rejuvenatinq recreational pursuits (Kando 

(63)); or to view a re~ativeiy n~tural environwent. 

IThe n~bers in bracket~ refer to the bibliographic 
entry of that number. . -~ 



I 

-' -~------~---

. 
Land adjacent to urban areas is viewed as a scarce, 

and therefore ~aluable commodity, but one that owes its 

inflated value to the existence of the neighbouring city 

and its large population. Research in rural a~eas by 

Biggs (8), Jameson (61) and Punter (107) has indicated that 

access to nearby countryside is most often restricted to 

those who'can afford to purchase this expensive rural 

property. Little attention has been gfven to the needs o£ . . ... 
the majority of the population. or the costs and benefits 

to society as a whole. However, as Platt (102) pointed 

out, ~he decision to ~~vide public open space rests on 

the perc~ptiort of need by those'having legal authority 

over the land. Benefits derived, from non-development or ,. 
public ownership must exceed the costs of preventing con-. 

10 

version to other, 'more profitable, uses. Costs are usually 
• 

borne locally by the loss of tax revenue if the land is 

wi~hdrawn from urban or urban~:elated development but the 

benef~ts to users extend over a larger area. A "bUCK

passing" situation then develops, as mUnicipalities whole

he~edly approve of open space as long as it is situated 

in their neighbour~' jurisdiction. 

As van Vuuren" (133) pointed out, for society as a . . 
whole, an ~conomicopt~um land us~ does not equal a true 

. optimum. In simple terms of numbers served i public recre

ational space benefits a larger group than that provided by 

private owner~hip and development. -~ . 

I 
.p ~ 



o 
The theory and~ractice of public access to the 

countryside often differ. The Preliminary Proposals'of 

the Niagara Escarpment Commission (81) have, as one of 

their major objectives, the need to provide publi~ access 

to land for recreation. Developmeht control land-use 

planning is the too~ which hopefully will fulfil this 

11 

goal. However, actual land-use planning, with restrictions 

on small lot residential development, is often used as a 

rationalization of present land uses rather'than as an 

instrumen~ to arrange land uses in a more socially-desira

ble.form (Biggs (8), Punter (107». Ih addition, those 

already owning~rural land near urban areas are often not . , 

overly eager to share'this resource for several reasons -

some well-justified (Hamilton Spectat9r (106». Rural 

areas are voicing their objections to becoming the back

\y~rd playgrounds f~r urban populations (Regional Munic~pal
ity of Peel (lQ9». Land holders also will often oppose 

governmen~ plans to forbid land development in areas where 
. 

the protection of a unique natural environment for society 

as a whole inte~feres with the£r perceived rights as 
·1 

property owners (Wi~dsQr stat (100)"). 

In summary, conflicts over the proper use 6f 

valuable rura~ lantl near large urban centres exist between 
~ 

those who have and those who have not. 

I 
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. ii. Rural Land-Use Planning 

Repor~s published by government ministries concerned 

with rural land-use planning provide an optimistic view of 

attaining desired land-use patterns through eontrols 

~~ (Design for Development: The TOrontQ Centreg Region (13 7 ) t 

Green Papet on Planning for Agriculture (53», but analyses , 

of planning polIcies are not as. favourable, espedially when 

- the land It'arke~ is seen to' be at var-iance with the object-

ives of public planning (Martin (71). Punter (107) claimed 
i 

~hat the Toronto ~ntred Region Zone 2 concept is trying to 

protect what does not exist, and what land-us~ controls will 

actually be protecting, is an elite group of property owners 

who can afford high land prices. Controls will also tend 

to increase the investm~nt value of their land~oldings. 

O'Riordan (83) echoed this sentiment. 

One consensus has been reached by the many who ar~ 

discussing I 'or, who are active in rural land-use planning 

~ (Biggs (8), COLUC (28), McLaren (74), Spec~al Cpmrnittee on 

• Farm Income (123»: that planning for rural areas must be 

approached from a rural viewpoin~ to benefit rural dwellers. 

Rural land uses, such as agriculture, must no longer be 

viewed simply as a "holding" use until the land is needed 

for urban development. Biggs specifically criticized the . , 

common municipal view of land simply as a ta~~qenerating 
. . 

eomodity which leads to ~hat he termed "dollar-planning." 

Such an outlook was apparent in the 1970 Caledon Offici~l 

• 

.y 
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. 
Plan which zoned large areas as suitable for estate resi-

dential de~elopment. which coincided with several larqe 

landholders' applications for sub-division (Punter (107». 

Wallace (136) viewed the qeed for rural land-use 

planning as the ine~itable result of poor'urban planning 

and deterioratina urban env~ronments which would encourage 

people to look towards outlying areas for. cheaper land, 

privacy(and" recreation. He saw the need for policy inte

gration to ensure sociaily, rather than economically 

effective allocation processes for these valuable lands. 

& A major probteI'l'l of rural land-use planninq is the 

, need to accommodate many different and sometimes conflicting 

uses. Pearson and Dhams ~99) listed the numerous roles 

that a region, such as the Fegional ~unicipality of York 

just north of Toronto. mus~ supply. ~ong thes~ are 
, 

specialised food products, building ~aterials, public and 

private recreation, disposal sites, drainage basin control 
. / 

not to mention a reserve for disperse~'or concentrated 

urban developme~t. Found and Morley (45) also recoqni'zed 

t~e complexity of the rural are~ and the problems caused 

by over-qenera.lization in policy making. \. 

.Despite these ~ultigle us7 possibilities, McLaren 
. .' 

(74) stressed the need for a perspective approach to planning 

~ in which all }.and uses are evalUated with respect to their 
., .... 

supportive. neutral or detrimental relationship to one pre-':~ 

ferred land use. 



.J 

Two schools of thought exist conoerning the best 

way to e~sure controls over land use within a large a~ea. 

One, supported by Biggs (8), by Rodd (Ill) and, partially, 

by ~he Conserva~ion .Council of On~ario (29) and by the 
\ 

Regional Municipality of Peel (32), urges stronger upper 

level government policy formation, especially implementation 

through legislation to'~nsure a more uniform achievement 

of desired land-use qoals. Girt (49) also supported stro~g 

upper level government action, but at the regional rather 

than provincial level. The problem is, in Ontario at least, 
..... . 

there is no effective level of governm~t to fill the space 

between provi~cial and county levels. 

The Government of Ontario expresses a contrary 

viewpoint tg Biggs and the other~sources c~ted above, pre

sented in the Strategy for Ontario Foodland Report (125) and 

the Green Paper on ~ning for Agriculture (53). The 

gover'nment places primary responsibility for land-;use planr:

ning with the nume~6us local governments, subject to loosely-

/ worded provincial guidelines. The government does not 

I 

.... -
anticipate rroblems and in its, Toronto Centred Region Program 

Statement (~8) stated that deve~ment in the TCR since 1971 

had been consistent with provincial p~licies. .' 

It wo.uld appear that lan4-u'se planning in Ontario 

during the seventies has no~ progr~ssed ve~ far except for 

the fact that local municipalities must now conceal their 

tax-generating developments under an Official Plan • .. 
.. 



... 

iii. Agricultural Activity in Urbanizing ~e9ion~ 
:<? ' t' 

Five topics related to a9'ricut~~al land uses in 
\ • 

)5 

ufbanizinq areas were examined., These were 1) farmland loss 

it u~niZinq areas, 2) :~rml~nd 

grOWth, 3) farmland los&-~elated 

loss relat~d to popul~tion 

to land capability, 4) farm 

size trends 'in urbanizing areas and'S) the role of hobby 

farms in urbanizing areas. \ 
Gierman (48), Nelson and NicholsQn (80) and Noble -, 

(85) dqcumented actual declines in farmland acreage~ in 

some parts of Ontario affected by urban qrow~ pressures. 

,However, Bryant (14) and Punter (107) would argue that de

creases in agricultural activi~y are as m~ch the result of 

changes within agriculture as urban influences, and, in 

some instances, pre-date intense development pressures. 

The {;ovincial Green Paper on. Pli'-nning for A.gricu·l

~ (53) at\ributed the decrease in ~gricultural activity 

in the rural-urban boundary zone to land speculation, land 

fragmentation, conflicting "land uses, ,compe~ition for land 

and uncertain agricultural prospects in areas where urb~n 

uses outnumber rural uses. Several authors discussed in 

detail'the conflic~s of land use'which lea~ to decreased 

agricultural activity, for example Brown (13) and McLaren , , . 
(74). Haas and Reeds (68) discussed the re-location of 

farmers in the Toronto Centred R~gion as ~ response to urban 

pressures. Rodd (110) stated that the co~t/pric~ squeeze, 

whiqh is ~eatly affected ~ 'land values and taxes iq the 

'\ 
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~ 
rural-urban boundary', was forcing farmers. to increase 

their producti~ity or to sell to' non-farm users. 
,. -~ 

Although there was qenera1 ag~eement that the . 

~ount of agricultural land has decresed, some felt that 

this trend is reversible. McKay (73) clai~ed that a number 
~ 

of hobby farmers in the Town of Caled6n a~e merely custodi-

ans of agricultural land which will be needed for production 

in'the future. The Strategy for Ontario Foodland report I 

(125) also claimed. that urban fringe lands were not being 

permanently removfl~ from agriculture but would be retriev

able in the future,when demand warranted increased acreages. , 
\ . 

Studies by Chapman and Putnam (24), cre~ar (33) and 

Pears~n (93) related farmland losses directly to urban 

population growth. Girt (49) found that ~he least stable 

rural uses were associated with easy accessibility to urban 

areas. Van dar Linde (1~2) was unab1e'~ o'tain a signi

rrelatiori between farmland loss and the increase 
~ 

the non-farm rural population but attributed his diffi-
~ 

culties to his sampling methodology. Punter (107) attribu-

ted ~ne 1arges~proportion of idle farmland to residential 

uses which were £~rced, under severance cont~~s, to be 
~ 

~situated on lO-acre or 25-acr~ parc~~s~ 

The Ontario Popula~ion Trends report (88). using 

data from ~e 1976 census, reporte4.a shift in population 

from central urban areas to outlying townships, especially 

in the~oronto area. Future research will perhaps be abl~ 

16 
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to relate these POPulatio~~ifts to even greater farmland 

losses. q 

studies by Brookbank (II), Found and Morley (45), 

Greaves (52), Mic'~ie and Found ('79) and 'l'roughton .. ~130} have 

discQvered ~hat rural residen~ial construction, especially 
• I J;-

the la£ge estate type, was common on. poor agricultu~al land. 

However, &ccessipility to urban centres appeared to be a 

key factor in some areas and all of the above studies found 
" 

evidence of this criterion pu~hing residential deve~opment 

onto better agricultural lana immediately adjacent to urban 

boundarie·s. Greaves (52) and Rodd (Ill..} in particular, 

found significant amounts of "suburban" residential develop-· 

ment on good farmland. Girt (49) found greater instabil

ities of land use in areas with poorer agricultural soils. 

The general trend in farm size in Canada is towards 

fewer. larger farms (Centre for Resources Development (23), 

Federal Task Force on Agriculture (44». However, the 

former report found that the smallest "increases in farm size 

were occurring in townships around Toronto, except where 

development or investment companies were consolidating their 

holdings and renting them to farmers until development 

occurred. Goldsmith and Copf (SO) also found that farm size 

tended to increase as distance to a large.urban centre in-

cr~ased. 

Small farms were found to be closely asso~iated with 

hobby farming practiced by many commuters in the rural-urb~n 

.. 
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boundary zone by McKay (73), Punter (107) and Troughton 

1130). "Equine agriculture" was a common type of hobby 

farm in both the Toronto and London areas of Ontario. 

18 

These small f~rms also tended to have a small annua~ income 

from sales of agricultural products. Fuller and Mage (45) 

discussed the under-uttlization of farmland· and resources 

by these part-time operators whose major income sources 

were not agricultural. 

In summary, both the scale and type of agricultural 

, activity ~ay be affected by the presence of a large urban 

centre in the area. 

IVa Provision of Recreational Space 

The literature discussing the provision of recrea

tional space near urban areas is c~osely related to the 

general public versus private land~use controversy dis

cussed in the first section of this chapter. The growing 

demand for ou tdoor ~ecrea tiona l' opportuni t~,es has beem 

well-documented by Brooks (12), Clawson (27), Laplante (66), 

Loomer (67) and Pearson (96). They attributed increased 

~emand to growing populations, rising inc~mes, greater 

amounts'of leisure time and greater mobility. Kando (63) . 
was the only author to question ~he notion of Q'rea ter " 

o , . 
leis\U'e time. Hendee (55) specifically'related inoreased . . 
interest in outdoor recr~ation to. increased urbaniza~ion 
levels in Nort~ America. 



.' 

Pearson (95) questioned the adequacy and distri-

bution bf present and future recreational space in Canada" 

especially in Ontario, a~ -,:he nation moves -towards an 

80% urbanization level. ~he Conservation Council of 

Ontario (29), as early as 1960, discussed the lack of any 

sizable park on Lake Ontario between St. Catharines and 

Oshawa. 

'" 
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Clawson (27) discussed the problems of land acquis-
• 

ition for public use i~ the future as demand for recrea-
-, 

tional spade increas~s, costs of land rise and competition 
, .." 

for space intensifies. He advocated a ratio o~ 30 acres 

of ~arkland per.l,OOO people. Like Clawso~, Pearson (96) 
. 

felt the need for Land banking 'around urban areas to ensure 

future recreational land supplies and remarked that in . 
Canada, only the National Capital CommissiQn of Ottawa had 

embarked on such a programme. However, he felt that the 

10 acres per 1,000 people ratio, ~ standard developed in 

1923 and commonl.y used more than fifty year,s later by 

planners, was an outdated one given increased participation 

in outdoor fecreation, but suggested an increase to only 

15 acres per l/OO~ people. 

The high costs o~"acqllisftiO~S were i'llustratec 

by Punter (107) who claimed that the Gover~e~t of Ontario 

paid six times ~e 1945 price and twice the 1969 price in 

1971 when it purchased 506 aores in' Caledon, about 48 

" 
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kilometres from Toronto. 

David (35) found tha~ public bodies are often slow 

to follow trends and preferences of society expressed in 
-

the private market. Barbichon (5) discussed two stages in . . 
recreational developments in Franc~, the first where rural 

people offered opportunities to urban dwellers and the 

second, where urban dwellers purchased and developed rurai 

areas themse1reso pub1ic interests then were forced to~ 

operate in an hiqhly competitive recreationa·l land market. 

The inherent characteristics of an area are im~or

tant in aetermining recreational ·uses. The Special 

Committee on Farm Income report (l23) recommended that 

poqrer recreational land near u~ban centres be developed 

for pub1~c recreational use. Loomer (67) argued that this 

land should be reserved for such use as they then become 

mul tiple use areas, -e. g. recreation, forestJ;Y, wildlife 

sanctuary, drainage basin control, e«c. while most private 

ownership is geared towards only one type of use. 
~ . 
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Gierman (47), however, found only a low correlation 

be~ween better quali'ty recreational land and the land actu

ally developed for recreationa1 use in-the Qttawa-Hull 

regi~n. "Despite locational advantag~s, Wolfe (138) found 

a recreational "bridget. extending up to 50 ~ilornetres from 

Toronto where recreation~l gevelopment~ were minimal. This 

s1 tu~tion has persisted since l-lolfe t s ~t:udy in 19.55; 'the ' 
b 
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Outdoor Recreation Opportunity OUotient '(1,> of the QUebec 

City to windsor axis showe~ that the Toronto Umland had one

of the lowest potentials in the entire corridor. Today's 

_preferences in outdoor recreation are largely for water-' -
based activities and'this area does not have any large 

inland water bodies (ARDA Land Capability Classification 

for Outdoor Recreation (18), Ontario Recreation Survey (129-). 

The Government of Ontario and various regional 

agencies within the province have started to deal with the 

problem of providing recreational space near urban areas. 

The Niagara Escarpment Commission (8l) proposed to establish 

a framework for recreational development~ which would 

increase public acc~ss, integrate compatible uses and rnini-.. 
mize environmental impacts. c"The qntario Proyincial Parks 

Council (89) is currently developing its po~icies on open 

space near urban areas, but those such as pearson (96) 

feel that this concern has corne too late. Another question 

is whether these studies and recommendations will actually 

be translated into action through a willingness to pay for 

the large and expensive acreages needed (Wallace (136». 

~ 

v. Decline ~n Open Space Character of Rural Areas 

The.. literature discn·ssing the problems caus~d' by 

the frag.mentatio~ of large rural holdings is ~losely related 

to that discussing the decline in ,agri~ultural. activity 
. 

related to urban growth pressures. Punter (1'07) claitped 



, 

that the fragmentation 0; property was the best ~ndicator 

of the extent and impact of exurban d~velopment. The 
.. 
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fragmentation processes preceding development were "seen tb 

drive up land prices, increase th'e number of owners which 

local administrators have to deal with and make future large 

land assemblies more costlv'and difficult. This latter 

point was echoed by Troughton (130). Martin (71) also 

pointed out that fragmented'land holdings lead to higher 

land" prices fo"r bona .fide developers. 

The rural residence construetion which usually 

accompanies land fragmentation in urban fringe areas is an 

ev~dent transition of land from open space to urban uses. 

R~sswurm (117)' stated that.country res~dential development 

was the fastest.grOwi~~Segment of the population in 

Canada's metropolitan areas during the last decade. 

~he proliferation of irnmovab~e structures (resi

dences) in some of ~he more scenic parts of an, urban fringe 

area tends permanently 'to remove valuable land from futur~ 

recreational use (Michie and Found (79). Found and Mor~ey 

(4'5) in fact viewed rural residence construetion' as a·n ex

press;on of private recreational activi~y and of the desire 

to own rural'property. Thus the choice of livin9 site ,wa~ 

much more than simply a choice of livinq space. The 'con

struction of rural residen~es on ~etter.agricultural land 

within' -easy commutin'9' distance to Toronto, ,dooumentrd 

I 
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by Greaves (52) and Wil~shire (137) was also seen to be a 

misuse of land and a transformation ~f rural land. 
~ 

Punter (107) believed that the problems of lot· 
" 

fragmentation and rural residenc 

in the number of small lots p 

location on either\potent 

•• 1o 

created but in their 

uable recreational land 

or on actually valuable a~--~~ltural land. Punter's 

study near Toronto, showed that exurbanites had~a marked 

preference for sites for their houses ip the 'true country

side rath~r than adjacent to ex~g hamlet:. The 

Regional Municipality of Peel (32) and McLaren (74) both 

expressed the opinion that rural residential development 

is non-supportive in either agricultural or recreational 

~ land-use areas. 

The problem which then confronts planners is how 

to accommodate the growina demand for resj.dential sites 

within policy frameworks geared towards agricultural. 

recreational and open space policies. 

I • 
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CHA}?TER III 

THE TOWN OF CALEDON 

The Town of Caledon in the Regional Municipality . 
~ 

of Peel ~as sel~cted as a study area because'it possessed 

many loeational and physical characteristi~s judged 

necessary for the investiqation of the research hypothesis. 

First of all, the Town of caledo~ is situated in 

Zone 2, the ~om~utershed of the Toron~o Centred Reqion 

(Figu~e 1, paqe 3). As its northern boundary is ~ess than 

80 kilomentres fro~ downtown Toronto, it offers rural resi-

dential sites for commuters. The Town is also located to 

the northwest of metropoiitan Toronto in the area experienc-

inq the most intensive growth pressures. l 

I 
The TGWn is req~red to, and is in 

I 
the process of, 

drafting an Official pian. ~n examination of proposed land-
, ' 

USe~iqnations.wo~ indicate the ~nner in which local 

~overnment Offi~s-.. ¢.an t9/counteract devalopment trends. 

The varied landscapes~f the T~wn, including flat, 

~ell-drained plains, rolling'morainic slopes. and the Niagar~ . . 
Escarpment offer environments suitable for uses su~h as 

, , ~ 
Ipe$ign for Develooment: The Toronto Centred ~eqion, 

(Toronto: Ministry of Treasury, Economics and Intergovern-, 
mental Affairs, 1970). p. 2. ' , 

.. 24 
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agriculture, rural residential and outdoor recrea-

tion. '> 

In addition to this scenic l~ndscape, the designation 

of Zone 2 as a recreational area, and the location of the 

Town relative to metropolitan Toronto, make it a prime'area 
o!.~\ .. 

for future public recreational developments. The proximity 

to Toronto would allow urban residents to visit the area 

~or one-day recreational outing~, which comprise the majo~: 

ity of recreational excursions. curre~tly,'land assembly 

/~rammes for the Forks of the Credit 'Frovineial Park near 

" 2 Belfountain are under way in the Town. 

i. Location and Physical Characteristic~ 

The Town of Caledon is the most northerly municipal 

sub-division of, the Regional Municipality of Peel, wh~ch was 

created on January 1st, 1974 by the internal reorgani~atioh/, 

of municipa+ boundaries in t~e cou~ty of Peel. I.e isioca'-, , 

ted approximately 40 kilometres ~o the ~orthwest o~ down-. 
, f ,. • 

... -,;r ,J, ! ... 

town Toronto and covers approximately 790 square-~£lometres. ' 

It is bordered by the Regional, Municipality 9f:H~lto~.and 
r , 

,- ( 

Wellington County on the west, Dufferin and Si~Qe Counties 
", 

on the north, the Regional M~icip~ll ty o~ York' o,n,/tlle, ~ast , 
I f~'. 'I '/'~" :~ 

and the City of Brarnpton on tbe south., F.:l.qure '2 ·i.llustr~t~~ I 

2 

~ T ~~ "" - ~~ 1 .-; _ 

, " ',,' 
(To'rOp1:0: ',' " pa~ks Statistics 

1976) • "r-::" 

-.. ',\ ~. \ 
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the three former townships (Albion, Caledon and n~rthern 

Chinguacousy) which were amalgamated to fo~ the Town. 

27 

• There are several distinct landscapes in the ~own. 

Four physiographic regions described by Chapman and Putnam3 

are found; the Guelph drumlin field, the Oak Ridges ~.lraine, 

the South Slope "and the Niagara Escarpment. \ 

In the northwest corner is the Guelph drumlin field, t~ 

a sloping plain 3lP to 430 metre~ above sea level on which 
~ 

are found widely-spac~d, loamy, calcareous till drumlins. 

separated by al~uvial deposits. 

The knob and basin relief of the Oak Ridges inter-

lobate moraine lies in the northwestern corner of the Town 

about 310 metres above sea level. This moraine divides the 

north and south flowipg waters of the area. The sandy, 

gravelly soils of the moraine cause runoff to drain verti

cally, rather than horizontally, resulting in a lack of 

surface water in this part of the Town. 

The South Slope is the southern slope of the iriter

lobate moraine and rises from a height of approximately 

125 metres to 310 metres above sea level from south to 

north. The clay plain has ~ittle reli~f, making it an 

ideal agricultural area p 

3 . -
L.G. Chapman and O.F. ~tn~ The Physiography of 

SQuthern Ontario, (Toronto, university of Toronto Press, 
1973)ppp. '217-92 .. ~ 
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The Niagara Escarpment separates the northwestern . 
Guelph drumlin fie,ld from the rest of the Town. It "l:'ises 

from approximately 450 m~tres to 490 metres above sea 

level, but over much of its length in the Town, it is 

partly buried by hummocky, bouldery morainic ridges and 

deposits of sand and gravel. 

The surficial dePQsits of the physiogra 
Co 

vary and so do the soils which ~av~~eveloped n them. In 

the northern areas, soils of the P~typoOl, Caledon and 

Dumfries catenas have developed on the po~rly-sorted and 

well-sorted outwash deposits and the coarse, stony tills. 

On the southern plaint soils of the woburn and Oneida 

catenas have developed on medium and heavy-textured lime-
, 

stone and shaley tills derived from the underlying Paleo-

zoic bedrock. ~long the Escarpment, shallow soils such as 

those 0.£ the Lockport catena, have developed on the bedrock 

parent material. 

~he forest vegetation varies according to the 

drainage characteristics of the soils. Oaks, sugar maples, 

beeches~pines and spruces are found mainly on the well-
3 

drained soils, soft maples and elms on imperfectly drained 

soils and asb and cedar stands on the poorly drained ~oils. 

The varyinq physical Ch~racteri~cs'of the Town . 

are summarized iri the ARDA soil capability for agriculture 

map_ Fiqure 3. The variations in soil~apability refl~ct 

-\ 
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variations in relief, water reg1mes, parent material, 

vegetation and climate. 
---./ 

In this qraphic presentation, a 

single value is used to denote areas with a mixture of 

soil cl~sses. For example, an area with 60% class 6 soils 

and 40~ class 4 soils would be considered a class 6 soil 

( I . (/ 1< are: 6 x 6/10) + 4 x 4 10) = 5.2. The class ~anges are 

30 

. ~ , 
shown in Table 1 with the potential for general a~ricu1ture 

of each class'. 

• V ii. Settlement History ot Peel and Ca1edon 

By 1802, the area which was to become the Town of 

'Ca1edo~ had been included in the Borne Administrative 

District of British North America but the land itself was 

not opened for sett1ement,until 1818 wherr it was purchased 

as part of the Mississauge Second purchase~ . By 1825, 

16,055 acres in Peel had been patented but only 7,203 

were occupied by sett1e~s. Unoccupied land was scarce in 

the south but common in ca1ed~n until a wave of European 

immigration between 1826 and 1835 opened the area for '. 

settlement. In 1849, Peel, together with Yor~ and Ontario, 

formed one large county but by 1866 Peel had become a separ-

ate county. 

The economic development of ~iS part of Ontario, 

like marty others, was related to changes in ag~i~u1ture. 

4 ' 
Settlement Ristpp' 9f Peel. (Brampton. Ont.: 

Regional Municipality ~f pe~l'Pla~ning Department, 1977). 

,. 
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Tabie 1: Soil Capability for Agriculture Classification , 

class range of values 

1 o - 1 

2 1.1 - 2 

3 "2.1 - 3 

4 3.1 ',:", 4-

5 4.1 - 5 

6 5 .. 1 - 6 

7 '6.1 - 7 

agricultural capability 

no significant limitations 
in use for crops 

moderate limitations that 
restrict the range of crops 

, or require moderate conserva
tion practices 

moderately severe'limitations 
that restrict the range of 
crops or require seyere 
c9nservation practi~es 

severe lir~titations th~t 
restrict the range of '--crops 

~ \ 
very severe limitations', that 
restrict the capability ~f 
producing perennial forag,e 
crops \ 

\ 
capable only of producing spme 
forage crops and improvement 
practices are not feasible ' 

" . 
no capability for arab~e 
culture or permanent pasture 

o 

\ 

\ . \ . 
\ 

\ 



The development of a railway Syster' in 'the l8~0's through 

Brampton jus~ to the south, relievFd the dependency on 
\ , 

local mills for the processing of the major commodity, 

wheat. Close economic ties with Toronto continued through 

this century and caused the decline of the many sroall ham

leos settled as lo~al service centres in th~ early part of 

the century. The proxiMity to Toronto also prevented the 

development of a large 'regional centre. 

32. 

Through the early 1900's, the trends in agriculture, 
o 

such as the emergence Qf'-'dairying- and vegetable growing 

areas, reflected the needs of the growing urban population. , 

Post t-oTorld W~r II suburban growth greatly altered the 

~haracter of the County, ~ut to a lesser. degree in Caledon 

which bad only a 64% growth rate between 194~ and 1960, 

while Brampton and Mississauga had 367% and 603% growth 

levels respectively. 

Growth in the last decade, especially in southern 

Chinguacousy, has involved planned community dey~lopments 
. 

such as Bramalea and MeadoWvale.· ,Proposals for restruct~r-

lng the local government to deal" with increased urbanfzatio~ . . 
levels date back to the'mid-sixties and on January 1st, 1974 

the Regional Municipality of Peel was .ereat~d'. 

, In 1951, 16% of Peel's labour fotce wa~_' engaqed in 

agriculture-but by 197~" tl'iis percentage. had droppe~ to 1.9% .. 

In the future, the Town of C~ledo~ will ~ecome the main 
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, 
agricultural area of Peel as developments such as the 

South Peel Sewer and 'Water Scheme allocate urban uses to 

a large part of the southern sector of the municipQlity., 

Dairying and beef production ~ill remain important agricul

tural activities in the Town, although the growth in the 

number of hobby farms and Lenient severance regu~ations 

in the past, have created the potential for conflicts 

between agriculture arld other uses. 

~ii. Land-Use Planning ~ 
, 

The future pattern of land uses in the Town Of 

Caledon will be the result o.f provincial, r.egional and 

municipal policies and priorities in land-use controls. . , 

The Town has been'included 

"5 concepts e. 9. MTART,S , the 

~o~7 a~d the forthcomihg 

Municipality of Pe,el. 

in recent broad-based planning 

Toron~o Centred Region6 , ~~ 
Official Plan of the Regional 

SMetropolitan Toronto and Reaion Transportation 
Study, (Toronto: Departtnent of ,Transp~rt, 1966) .• 

. 6 . 
op-. cit. 

7COLOC Task Force, Report to the Advisory Committee 
on U,ban and Beqiqnol plannina Qf the C~ntral ~nta~i9 , 
Lakesh9re Urban Complex, (Torohto: Ministry of Treasury, 

. Eco.nomics an~IIntergovernmental Affairs, 197~). 

," 
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The increase in the number of individually-owned 

propert~es through severances and registered plans of sub

division since the end' of 1'1orld War II has led to increas-

ingly strjcter controls on land sales. These controls 

are well-documented by punter8 for the form~~ township of 

Ca1edon. 

Theovarying restrictions governing parcel creation 

and the varying strictness in the application of zoning 

by-laws among the.many cOmMunities aifec~ed by urban growth 

pressures for~ed the Ontario government to amend the Planning . -
and Development Act in 1973. This Act forces muni~1palities 

, 

to ado~t a more orderly and planned approach to development. 

'Under the Act. 'each ~unicipality is obliged to prepare an 

Official Plan which refl~cts provincial policies for devel

opment while dealing with local proble~s and concerns. The 

province has provided only gene~al guidelines for develop

ment: ultimate responsibility over land use and land-us.e 

ch~mge remains" in the hands o£ the munic-ipali ties ... 
< 

The"Town of Caledon,uas ~art-of the Regional Munici-
, -

peHi ty of Peel, has been obli'geo ,to prepare a plan in l~ne 

with the goals spe~ified for th~ Zone 2 ~~ershed-of t~e 

Toronto Centred Region -and the, more formali~ed COLUC report,. 
eo" • 

8J . Punter., The Impact Of Exurban DevelOE~en~on 
Land and Landscppe in the Toronto C~ntred Region 1954 -
1971, (unpublished PhD. thesis, Department of ~~ography, 
York University" 19:74), appehdix. " _,' . 

Of 

: 
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. 
In addition", much of the Town is included in the Nia9ara 

Escarpment Planning and Developm~nt Area and, on completion 

of the Niagara Escarpm~t Commission's Official Plan, the 

Town's land-use de~ignations and controls must be adjusted 
, .. 0- ' .... 

where necessary to conform with thos~ of the· Escarpment 

p!an. 9 

Several reports have been published by the Regional 

Municipality of .Pe~l dooumenting areas of res~arch lea~ing 

to the preparation of the Regional Official 'Plan wh~ch will 

be c.ompiled once Brampton, Caledon and Missi,ssauga' have 
, Of. 

comp~~ted their local plans. These reports are not in~~b~al 
" 

agreement as to f~ture~mat~re-state populat~on levels in the 

Town of Caledon which will~be reached some ttroe after th~ 
. , " year 2000. Predictions range from 48~000. to 60,000 or even· . , . . '. ~ 

~~gher dependinq on the growth rates of~the more urbanized 
"" ". ~ ~ 

"part,s. q£ hlle Regional.Municipality. 
\ 

The 60;000 pOPUla~ 

~s:tmate was used -~s the ~as;f for land~use pl~rining in the 

Town. 
\ . 

On DeCembe; ?rd~.l975, the Caledon Official. Plan . ., 
Stee~inq commit~ee presented the Draft. Official Plan to the 

A .... ... .,' ~ ~ 

Town Council and in Apri~ 1978 the Of£icial Plan which ~ . .. , ' . .., 
'" 

guidetl 9l;owth to 1988 was 'pr~duced.. ~he: majoT.··land-us~ 

designations. are ShQWD in Fiqur~ 4. The majo; pr.oblem 

-. 
1 ~Official ~lan of' the Town of Oaledon Planning 

~r~a, (ReqiQn~l ~unic~p~lity of_Peel, Ont: Town ofcal~on 
Planning nepa+t:men~;' '197~) ~ .p. 76 • 

I 
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which had to be overcome was the ~ccommodation of several 

landauses i.e. agriculture, recreation desired by the 

pnovinci~ government while accommodating the anticipated 

37,205 new residents. lO 

The pl~~ guarantees the continued-existence of 

agriculture on the better soils in the south and north

west with very limited non-farm residentiai construction 

perm'itted. Open space areas ~re to be formed by the 

37 

hazard lands alonq waterways and the existing. park facil

ities. Proposals for par~land in the Town suggest a ratio 

of two h~ctares (4.94·acres) per ·1.0~0 people in settle-

ment areas and £our hectares (9.BB acres) per 1,000 people 

'11 
througho~t t~e Town., These fi9ures appear to be based 

f 

on the 1923 stanpard discussed in the prev~ous chapter 

(page 19) and qo not take into account the recreational 

. space '"6~and'!; of the more populated areas of Brampton, 

ississauga or Toronto. 

The Torontp Centred Region plan stated that 

popul tion qrowth in 

ex sting sett1ements_ 

rural areas should be-limited to~2 
~ "-

but t~J prop~sed.popul~tion distribu-. - . 
tions for 198B, show an !ncr~ase of only 5,500 in the 

.. 
. 100ff10ia1 Plan o~ the Town of Ca1edon Planning 

Area, (Regional Munieipality of Peel: Town of Caledon' 
P.lanning Department,. 1978). p,,', 17 •. ' 

11Ibid ., p.' 62. 

12 . it op. c • p. Z '. : ' 
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. 
settl~ment areas with an increase of nearly 16,000 in the 

13 . <. 

aqricul~ural and rural area. iThe pian itself suggests 

that the Toronto Centred Region concept of limited growth 

encourages t~e oontinued dependene~ of Zone 2 communities 

on Toronto. 

A large part of the Town has been z~-ed as rural 
~, 

with poss·ibil:j.ties for rura-l esta.te resi tial areas 

development (mini~um' lot size'to be one hectare = 2.47 

acres ,created under registered plan of subdivision) or 

country estate residential (minimum lot size to be four 
• 

.38-

heqtaresp~ 9.88 aores created ~nder registered plan of 

subdivision). Individual severed lots bave a minimum size 
. 

restriction of 11 hectares or 27.17 ac~es. In both 

agricultural. and rural areas, no more than three consents 
i:t 

pe~'original land holding are pe~itted and this is retro-

active. 14 
~. .. .... .. 

The large lot designations in the past have been 

criticized (see review of literature) as being eli test and 

the new restrictions seem to continve this trend. The design-

. ation of large area~ of land as being suitable-for estate 

development has 'also been criticized as a political move to 

p~acate large land owners and a financial move to ensure areas 

o~ residential tax revenue without the problems of re-zo~inq, 

, < 

~. 17. 

. ' 

136fficial Plan of the Town of Caled~n Planning Area. 
l! 

. ,-

'37 •. 
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Re-zoning is a possibility thO~g~,/even within the 

planning pertod. If a private interest desires to develop 

land designated as major open space, and if no public body 

is able or willing to purchase the property, the Land may' 

be re-zoned to permit development. IS In, a time of public 

spending restraint, this option could have serious effects 

on the maintenance of large areas of open space. 

In summary, the land use in the Town will depend 

on the interpretation.and.~nforcement of these policies 'by 

zoning administrators, the Land Division Committee and the 
, 

committee~f Adjustment. especially as growth pressures 

increase in the future as Brampton and Mississauga approach 
t 

their mature ,state populations. 

iv. Recreational Land-Use Planning 

During the 197Q I s I there has been a grm.ling concern 
. 

,-""". 
'o~er the lack of outdoor recreational opportUnities in the 

r .../"', 
\ 

highly~~~ized areas of sou~hern Ontario. The nigh cost 

of land in these parts of the province make the provision 
, 

of recreational space~·i.e. parkland a provincial responsi-
~ 

bility, as local municipalities do not have the financial 

resources to assemble the large tracts of land needed for 

non-intensive recreation, and comm~rcial interests ,are ~ore 

, " 

-?Ofricial Plan of the Town of Caledon Planning 
Area, p. ,38. '., 

• 



concerned with higher revenue-generating uses than with 

becoming involved in long term recreational developments. 

The current lrobalance of recreational space in 
<', 

Ontario is well illustrated by parkland and reserve park-

land statist~cs published by the Ministry of Natural ' 

Res6urces (Table 2). Although provincial land holdings 

tripled between 1966 and i976, in 1976, 82% of the park-
• 

land and 87% of the reserve land was concentrated in the 

northern d"istricts. Only ,0.06% of the parkland and 2.98% 

of the reserve land was in the highly urbanized Central 

District. Within this district, which. contains such popu

lation centres as Toronto, Oshawa, Kitchener-t~aterloo, /' 

40 

Hamilton and St. Catharines, nearly three-quarters of the 

reserve land was in the most northern Huronia sub-district. 
"" ,." 

In contrast? the southern districts during 1976 had 76% of ., 

the total number of park visitors. 

ThiS' discrep~y has been recognized by the Minis-

I 16 
try of Natural Resources. The adequac~ present and 

future land hold~ngs for a growing pOPula~ is eurrently 

~einq analyzed as part of a long term 25-year plan. There 

are ,no pla~s for futUre land acquisitions until this Master 

Plan is'completed, sometime within the next two years. The 

need for more recreational.land adjacent to southern 

l6 . • h d . . t f , Interv~ew W1t Gor on Rogers, M1n15 ry 0 

Natural Resources, April 1978. 



(j 
Table 2 : Distribution of Recreational Land in 0ntsu::1Q: 17 

'provincial Parkland 

~ 

northern districts % visitors % reserve' % 

North Central 6.60 23.30 

North Eastern 9.00 11.92 

North Nestern 4.20 27.75 --

Northern '. 4.20 23.77 

TOTAL 24.00 86.74 

" 

southern districts % visitors % reserve % 

Algonquin 14.40 7.25 

Central 20.90 2.28 

Eastern 13.80 1.32 

South t'1estern 26.90 2.39 
i) 

TOTAL 76.00 l3.~4 

l70ntario Provincial Parks - Statistics 
~r.roronto: Ministc~, of 't~atural Resources, 1977). 

Statistics 1977, (Toronto~Ministry of 
Resources 1~77). 

, 
"t, . , 

t' 

parkland 

15.61 

5.29 

0.20 

60.06 -
81.16 

'0 

parkland 

11(. 27 

0.06 

0.26 

0.2S-

18.84 

1976, 

Natural 
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Ontario's population centres 1s viewed as a serious problem, 

but recent severe land aqquisition budget cutsl8 preclude . 
further maj,c.:>r land purchases sirnil.ar to those of the early 

'70's. One alternative will be to sell northern reserve 

land to increase southern Ontario land, acquisition budgets. 

The major problem is the high cost of the lands 

which are most needed. The location of these lands in the 

hinterlands of large cities tends to increase their value 

and recreational uses have to cOMpete with hiqher revenue 

producing, uses. Budget res~rictions could even interfere . 
with the purchase of land deemed essential for the preser

vation of ~he Niaqara F.scarpment. Also, the large number 
" 

of potential sellers in the south tends to increase the 

overall price of a major land ~urchase. 
, 

In the future"in areas o.f'high lan(l. prices, empha~ 

sis will be placed on avoiding outright purchase of land. 
"> , 

and instead, user rights will be leased and easements used 

in order ~o satisfy th~oal of providing more recreational . 

space w~thout incurring large financial costs. 

The.M~nistty~of·Naturar Resources to some degree 

works with the Conservation Authorities in providing recrea-

tional space, but they,. as autonomous 

roles differently with' not all giving 

outdoor recreation • 

bodies, vie'" their . rI 
the same priority to 

if 

18 ' '. 
-Annual Reports 1973 - 1977. (Toronto: Ministry of 

of Natural ~esourcest. 1973 - 1977}: ~ 



-" 

, - ---' 
43 

The Metropolitan Toronto and Region Conservation 
'. 

Authority is currently reviewing its land-use policies and 

has identified certain lands, sowe on the Niagara Escarpment~ 

which are suitable for acquisition. Som~ of their existing 

recreational sites were found to be inadequ~te for the 

number of users during the summer of 1976 but no major 
';4" 

I 

developments of new sites are anticipated. As with the 

provincial government, the need to~crease the number,of 

water-based recreational opportunities near large urban 

centres is the most important problem presently facing 

regional recreational planners. 19 

No provincial parkland has been developed within 

the Town of Caledon but a large reserve is located near 

Belfountain which will beco~e the Forks of the Credit 

Park. At present, non-intensive use is permitted but 'only 

very ru<;1imentary facilities exist. The f.1aster plan for 

this park is tentatively scheduled for. cowpleti,on within 

five years and actual site development within seven years. 

I . 

19Metropol~tan Toronto and Reqion Conservation 
~Authority, personal ~er, November 20, 1977. ' 

. 
/ 
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"pATA COHLECTION' 

Qata used in the llnalY$is' of rural land uses in 

the Town of Caledon between 1955 ~nd 1977 were gathered 

by the author and also were obtained from secondary sources. 

Data used to s~udy agriculture and recreational facilities 

were gathered from a wider area tban the Town. Census 

enumera~on4reas wi~hin the Town did not provide a qood 

framework for the study of s?atial variations. rn the

agricultural analysis, 16 tOWhships representing Zone 2 of 
0' 

• 
the Toronto Centred Reqion were studied. Census data from 

19~6 and 1971 provi~ed ~nf~rmation on aqricultural land uses, 

rn the recreational analysis, 13 townships r~presentin9 a 

• 

cross-section of Zones 1, 2 and 3 were used in order to ( 
J ~ ; 

determine if. at preseDt, Zone 2 townships are a major S~l~-

~er of recreational s~ace. Data wer~ obtained from the T~) 
study initiated in' 1974. Additional parkland.information was 

obtained from an interview with a provincial recreational 

plan~r and statistics provided ,by .the Metropolitan Toronto 
• 

and Region conservatio~ Authority. 

ITouri~·an~ OUtdoor Recre~tion Planning Study 
Commltte~. Ontorig Recreation Survey: Touri~ and Recre~tion 
Planning 'Study - ProoJ;'ess ~eport N~r 2" (Torontol 1974). ~ 

,.-
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"' . 
A'set of ~ample 'lOO-acre lots was selected from the 

Town of Caledon for the land fragmentation and residence 

construction' analysis. Lots included were those contained 

within 70 random UTM one kilometre square grids on 1:50,000 

'topographic maps. This prpduceo ancareal coverage of 218 

lots in 70 clusters. This method was used in order to ~ 

\ 
produce a study area containing many contiguous lots so 

that the effects of neighbouring land uses could be examin

ed in relation to the land-use change of a parti~ular lot 
• 

(Figure 6). 

Field research in 1977 recorded types of lan~us~ 

and the number df residences on each sample lot. Analysis 

ci£ 1955, 1'964, 1969 and 1976 air photoqraphs provided " . .. 
years .. An analysis of 1976, 

r~gistry documents provided 

similar data for previ~us 

assessment ~bljS. ~d 
information on the n~er of owners, the±r place, of res~-

of all land holaings from 1955 

ormation joncerning land saies was also 
t . 

recorded including seller, pu.rchaser, "date of sale and the 
, -

ac~age of the land 'transfer.' 

Several land classifications des'cribing physical 

~haracteristi9s and planning areas were examilted.o.: Thes.e 
.' . 

were the Canada Land Inventory's Land Capability series 

, ' 

.. 
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FIGURE 5 
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maps for AQriculture2 and Rec:::~eat:io~3,. the Niaqara Escarp'" 

~ ment: Planninq Area maps and the Town of Caledon'Draft and 

Official pians. 5 

. () 

" 

" , 

~. 
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2Cari~da Land. :t.nyen~()ry, Soil capab'lli ty fol='
~ture, M~~S 30M and 40P. /' 

.. 3eanada Land Invento~~- Land.Capability for .Outdoor 
Re_reotion. Map~ 30M and 40P. . ' -. . 

" . 

1Ni:~ga~a Escarpment" Study: Cons"ryatign aDd R':c:r;:,
otion Report, L. ?~rtl~r. cha;rman, (1oro~to! Trea$ury 

"Departm~~t, Reqio~al Deve~opm~~~ -Branch, ~968). 
. '. . '. 

···-_~.r ~~ff'icial' 'plan of ·tb'; ToWn 9£ Sll'edon flanping Area, 
op • eLi: .' - .' _ '.. . . _ 

( 
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, CHAPTER V 

ANALY~IS OF AGRICULTURAV ACTIVITY 

. 
An analysis of the variations in agricultural land 

~use among Zone 2 townships was undertaken using published 

census data from 1956 and 1971. .Zone 2 of the Toropto 

Centred Region covers l6.townships but regional munici

pa1~ty formation after 1971 changed several boundaries and 

so the tW~,areas are not identical (Fi9u~e 6). For this 

reason, the 1976 censu~ eoulp not be used as the census 

sub-div~s,ions'were not comparable. to thos~ ~f previous 

,census reports. In addit;r.n, -all data f~om ~hi~ latest 

census were not yet ,available at the sub-d~vision level of 

agg~e9ation. ~e major difficulty, however. was the 
r~ 

~fact,,-that the definition of a census farm had been change~. 
. . 

The new criteria eliminate.d a number of farms which. had 

previously been in91~ded,in the ~qricu~tural enumeration. 

A common m~asure'of agricultural activity is the 

proportion of the total 'land area in aqr~cult~ral use. 

i~~. the land area of all census farms. During the past 
'. " . ' , 

~5 years, in "some gaits of Ontario 1 'the area of farmland ...... .,... 
. : 

bas ~ecreased in size in conjunetion with urbap growth, 
., > 

pre$sures on the land. but in', ~tber~, agricul tural act! vi ty 

has decline~ because of the inherent lpw.productiyity ~f 

48 
\. 
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FIGURE '6 
.. 
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. 
county line 

-- - - townshl.,· {in'. 

Wellington Co. 
, ~rarnosQ 

2 Erin 

- Halton Co. 
'3 NQsSa9~waya 
4 Es~ues~n9 " 

, ~,~. 

, . 

. "Peet Co. . Yor.k Ce> .. · 
5 Ccdctdon IT GwiUlm. E • . 
6 Albion , l~:Klng 
\...C~~n9UQCOuSY '13 Whltthurch 

Simcoe Co; 
8 Adjala 
9 Tecumseth 
lO Gwillim. W. 

\ . 
Ontario Co. ' 

14 Scott 
15, Uxbridge 
,~ 'Reach ~----,,-"II 
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the lan~. Some townships have remained~areas of relatively 
~ '( 

strong'agricultural activity. 

Eight types of data were gathered from the cenSus • 

~eports and a Canada Land Inventory capability report. l 

They measured farm population, number of farms, ~rea of 

farmland, size of farms, land use,on farms, horse and 

pony populations. economic class of farms with regard· to 

the value of produc~s sold and agricultural 'capability. 

The land use variables measured the amounts of 

land and woodlots 'as percentages of total farm 

• 

The improved category was further sub-divided 

land and pastureland. In ~otal, 22 variables 
~ 

crop-, 

r.oduced 

measuring the level of aqricultural activity i and 

the degree' of chanqe between 1956 and 1971 for each of the' 

16 tiownships. These variables are listed in Table 3. 

The decreases' in farmlapd. the variable 'DELAND. 
~ 

are lis~ed In Table 4. The use of percentages rather than 

absolute acreage's made l~ter comparisons amant] different . - .. " 

sized townships more ~eaningful. 

All townships had a smaller proportion of their 
F 

I 

~otal land area in agriculture by 1971. ~y this date. 

~here was'a greater range in the percentaqe of £armland 
) .. 

. , 
I 

\ ' ICl'npdl' L~nd Inventory Land ,<;apabili'ty f9~' 
i~~iculture, op. clt. 

\ '\ ' . 
'\ 

" ) 
( 

\ i 
~,. /. 

'\ ,/ C\ 
I, 
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·TaHle 3: Variables Used in the ~gricultural ~nalysis 

DELAND' 

FARMPOP 

FARMPOPC' 

LAND CAP 

NOFA~C 

FARMLAND 

F~RMSIZ~ 

FARSIZCH 

SMFARM 

. MEOFARM 

,LARFARM . 

EQUINECH 

, 

explanation 

Pel!centage decrease in ,the 
amount of farmland between 
1956 and 1971 

Farm population as a per
certtage of total r.ural 
population in 1971 . . " 

Change ~n'the percentage of 
farm population~he~ween 
1956 and 1971 . 

Percentage of ~otal area . 
classified as ~lass 1 to 3 
89ricultura1 ,soils 

" .. Percentag~ ~eorease in the 
number of farms since 19S~ 

Percentag¢ of total lanq 
olassified as farmland in 
1971. 

Averag~ farm size in acres 
in 1971 

Chang" in averaqe fa~ size 
betw~~n 1956 anQ 1971 

Perceritaqe of 'total ,farms 
1 t,O 69 acr~s in size . 

p~rcentaqe of total farms 
'10 to 239 acres-in size 

,Percent,age o~ total farms 
240 ac~e~'or larger in size 

Cha~ge in th~ number ~f 
: horses' and ponies b~tw~en f\ 

1956 and 1971 . 

" 

dependent 
variable 

negative 

nega.tive 

negative 

positive 

negative 

,negative 

negative 

positive 

positive 
, ... 

negative 
('\ 

~',-~ 

posl t:i,vel" 
• I 

51 
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Table 3: continued 

\. 

variab~e explanation. 
expecj:ed 

relationship' to 
dependent var .. name 

IMP ROLAN 

PASTURE 

WOODLOT .. 
CROPLAND 

, IMPROCH 

PAS'l'URCH 
~ . .,' - !: \. 

WOODCH 

CROPCH 

, NONCOcH 

; 

Ratio of ,shift Qf farms from negati.ve 
m~dium size class to large 
or small siz~.class 

Percentage of total farmland ne9ative 
classifi~d as improved in 1971 

Percentage of total farmland positive 
classified as improved pas-
tureland in 1971 

Percentage of total farmland positive 
classified as woodlots in'1971 

-
Percentaqe of total farmland . negative 
classified as cropland in ~971 

Change .,in the percentage of 
improved land between 1956 
and 1971 

~ Change in the percentage of 
pastureland betweep 1956 
and 197.1 

.Chang~ in the percentage of 
woodlots between 1956 and 
1.911 " I 

Cha~ge in the percentage of 
cropland'between 1956 and 
1911 

Change in the percentage of 
total fa~s which had sales 

'1ess·than $2400 (non-commer
of-al farms,)" 

negativ7 

positive 

positive 

negative 

positive' 

.2Bet~een 1956 and 1971 the ~edium size 
farms declined in' ~portion in all" to~ships'
able measure~ 'whe,ther 'the' ,small or large, c1ass 
most at,the expense of the medium class. ' 

class of 
~hi$ vari

qrew the . 

'.~ 
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Table 4: Farmland Loss 1956 to 1971 
I 

. 
t:ownship " farm1a~ % farmland % change 

19-56 1971 

Nassagawaya 79'.24 40.45 38.79 

Wl)itchurch, ,S4 v67 S2.S5 31.82 j 

Uxbridge 68.S3 41.49 27.34 

,Erin \ 86.S7 59.67 27.20 

Adjala 83.20 57.06 26.14 

Caledon . 74.37 49 .. 68 24.69 

King 82.44 59.27 23.17 

Albion -..... 74.12 54 .. 68 19.44 

Esquesinq Sl.73 63.69 1.8.04 

Gwillimbury E. 69.60 53-.4~8 16.12 

Chinguacousy 94'.23 79.04 15.19 

Eramosa 85.87 73.85 12.02 
/ ~ 

TecUmseth 89.36 '" 77.90 ~ 11.46 .. , 

Gwi11imbury w. 81'.94 71 .. 75 10.19 

, -Scott 82.92 ·74.15 .8.77 
" ' 

Reach 76.06 67.54 ~ 8.52 

Table 5: Pearson Correlation Coefficients' 
f 

~, 

LAND CAP 'NONURBAN RURALRES , 
URBAN. 

DELAND r- -.25 
\ . ,.07 . .. 66 .• 06 

'" J~.ooi} s- t.203) ( .40~) 

... 
-( 
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. 
among the townships~ 79% to 40~ in-197l compared to 94% 

to 69\ In 1956. Therefore, deprease1 were not uni~O~ 

over Zone 2. Four townships, Whitchbrch, Erin, Adjala 
. J" ~ 

and King had relatively hiqh percentages of farmland in 

1956 and also large decreases between 1956 and 1971. 

A Pearson produet-moment correlation analysis 

54 

was performed to determine whether population gr~wth (i.e. 

urban growth pressures) or a small propo~tion of good 
• 

. aqricultural soils was related to tre variations in the 
.... . 

amounts of farmland lost. The growth in the rural, ,rural 
'" -

non-farm, u~an popul~tions"and th~ percentage of class-

1 to 3 soils for each township were correlated separately . , . . 
with ~ach respective ~ELAND variable. "The correlation 

coefficients are shown in Table 5 (page 53). 

~nly the growth in the urban population was 

cQrrelated significantly with the percent~ge decrease in . " 

agricultural lan~ with a coefi(icient of 0.66. Although 

the relationship between the growth in the rural non-farm 

population and farmland loss was.po~itive. th~ 'strength of 

the relationship ~as very weak. Rural population growth, 

whic~ i~~lud~s f~rm, hamlet. and non-farm residential 

populations. was, unexpect;edly', negatively-related' to 
, ' 

~arm~and loss. Growth.in this population group' is aff~cted 

by ~e deere~se in the number of farm" and hamlet residents 

as well as the increase ~n.the no~-farm residential popula

tion. Therefore, areas o~ low rural popu1~ti9n growth 
,p .. 

• 
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eould be areas where large decr~~ses in the farm and hamlet 
. . 

populations counterac~ed increases in the rural non-farm 

residential popu~ation, producing low over~ll qrowth 
\ 

figures and a negative relati~nship. ~wever. the poor 

RURALRES/OELANO Jorre~atio~' disproves ~h,l~.,.!JleOry. 
The correlation 'bet~~~n farmland'~oss and the land , . 

capability was insignificant: but areas with la~ger agricul-

tural land losses did tend to be areas hav.ing a smaller 
{ 

percentage of good agricul~ural soils. 
• 1 

The townships with relatively large losses of 

farmland did not represent a distinct geographic a~ea. ~. 

such as an ~rc around metropolitan Torpnto (Ffgur~7). 
As locationa1 ~r land capabili~y variables were not able 

to expla the variations in fa~iand loss; other variables 
/ . 

describinq agricultural activity were ~~ed. A stepwise 

multiple r ression an~lysis was used to determine over 

s which of the 21 variables listed in Table 3 
. 

could expla n the largest aroount of variation. Initially 

"" the variabl s were tested to determine which were inter-
. . 

correlated. A ~earson product moment correlation analysis 

produeed Siq\;fiean~ corre~tion coefficients for 11 
'I. 

pairs of vari~les. These are shoWn in T~b1e 6 with a 

sh~t interpretation of eac~ ~e1~ionship. Many correla-
-

~ions were expected e.g. average narm size in 1911 was 

negativeiy correlated to the percentage of small farms. , . 

·r .. 

, 
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11 King, 9 Tecumseth 
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16 Reach 
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Table 6: Siqnificantlv Correlated Agricultural Land-Use 

" 

vari~.bles 

DELAND 
FARMLAND 

DELAND 
NONtOCH 

LANDCAP 
CROPCH 

FARMLAND 
NONCOC'H 

FARf.'SIZE 
SMFAnM 

FARSIZE 
LARFARM 

SMFARM 
. MEDFARM 

SMFARM 
EOUINECH 

IMPROLAN 
NOODLO'!' . 
I MPROLAN 

, : CROPLANd' 

IMPROCH 
PASTURECH .. 

l 

\) 

r' .. 

\~ 

Variables 

interpretation 
It Iai 

~ 

Greater percentage of farmland 
1971 associated with srna~ de

.creases in the percentage of 
farmland between 1956 andl971 

in 

Larger decreases in fa land . 
associated with a large . 
percentage of non-comma cial farms 

... 
Larger percentage of good soils 
associated with increas~s in the 
percentage of cropland . 
'. 
Larger percentage of farmland 
associated with a smaller per
centage of non-commercial farms 

r 

4).83 

0.76 

-0.92 

Larger average farm size associat-·~ -0.85 
ed ~ith a smaller percentage 'of 
small farms 

, Larger av~rage farm size accociat- 0.88 
ed with a.larqer percentage of 
large farms . 

&0 

Larger percentage ofismall farms -0.94 
associated with a smaller per-
c~ntage of medium farms 

Larger percentaqe of small farms 0.69 
associated with increases in the 
horse and pony population . } 
Larger perc

1
tag e of improved land -0.77 

associ~ted w th a smaller percentage- . 
of wobdlot.s . '. 

r·· , ~ 

Larger percent~ (jf irnprov¢ land "{» •. 92 
associated with a larger' percentage J 
of cropland r 

" . 
lncre~ses ~n the percentage of 
improved land associated w~th 
increases in the percentag~.of 
pastureland e. 

.".-

0.73 

.... ' . ~ 
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.. 
Other relationships included ~ negative correla'tion between 

the parcentage of farms in ~he non-comm,;cial class and the 

area of farmland in 1971 and a positive relationship bet~7een . .... 
, 

th~ percentage of small-sized farms and increases in th¢ 
.. 

horse 'and ~~y population. A small loss of farmland was 

associated with a smal,l percentage of small-sized farms.c 

These three relattonships all suggest that areas experiencing 
"'\ 

high levels of farm~and loss are 6baracterized by a number 
) 

of ~mall, par~tiJl1e hobby farm~. 

~" The 16"townshiPs were roughly divide~ into two ~ 

groups representing areas of above and below average farm-

land loss between 1956 and 1971 (Figure 7~ pag~ 56). ~e 

means of each variable were compared, but the criterion 

used in ~group creation was n~t S.uffi~ientlY rl-gid to 
(~.~ : ttr ~, ' 

allow statistical testin9. ,However, the tQwnships ~orminq 

Group 1, representing areas with above average farmland 

loss, consistently had mean values expected of an area - ~ 

with a greater a"ount of agripultural change (Table 7). For 

example£ these townships tended, to have a smaller perc~ntage . , 

of their, population classified as farJ'll in 1971, a sma·ller 

proportion of class 1.to o 3 aqricul~urai soils, decreases in 
• I ~ • 

. ~. aver~ge farm s~~z.~ ~dur~.ng t~e" study period. and a l'arcje pe~- \ 

{centage of land under ~~sture! a non-intensive agricultural 
.,. ~ 

use. These values also supported the relationsh~ps iisted 

in Table 3. 

, . 
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Table 7: Groups of Township!! w'ith' Above a.nd Below ayera.ge 
tarmland Loss r Meon Values of YJri~bles 

Group It townsh~ with above ~verage farmland loss 
Group 2: townships with below averaqe f~land loss 

variable Group I Ii Group 2' ,) 

D~ 
~ 

28.45' 

59 

FARMPOP 21.40% 
13·rot 
25. 0 

' , , 

FARMPOPC -35.00% -25.60% , 
LANDCAP 57.80"% 70.90% 

10..;" 
NOFARt.iC -31.70% -19.80% 
FARMLAND 51'.50% 68.50% 

(' 

FARSIZCH -7.00 acres 4.00,acres 
$MFARM :l6.0'O% 30 .. 60~. 
RATICR 0.20 0.90 . 
I~ROUN 71.30% c, 77.40% 
PA TORE l5.90~ 13.30% 
IMPROCH 1.50% 0.50% 
WOODeH . -2.70% -2.30% 
~OUINECH. 241 .. .00 'horses 83.,00 horses 

• 

.. 
~ultip1e ~egresgion Coefficients - Agricultural .~ 

ADA lysis . , 
Table 8: 

variable B 

N0FARMC .70 
F~IZCH -.49 
FARMPPPC' -60 07 
,PJ'.STURE!)89 
~ANDCAP .03 
WOODeH ,,:,,1 90' 
IMPROLAN. ~44 
IMPROCH -.83 
FARMPOP .89 
SMFARfoi .10 

r 

.54 
-.41 

.05 

.22 

, .:v:~ 
-.45, 

.10 
<--.43 0' 

.28 

y intercept = -49.50' .,' 

mUle r r2 r2 chan~~ 
.54 
.97 

... 97 
.98 
.98 
.98 
.99 
.99 
.99 
:99 

<;., 

.29 

.94 
.. 9S 
.9,6 
.97 
.97 
.. 99 
.99 
. 99 
.99 

' .:.29 
.~6 
.. 01 

.. 01 
.01 
.. 00 

.• 02' 
.. 00 

, .00 . 
.. 00 

, ' . 

" 

. " 

t· 
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. 
The qeneral form of a multiple reqr~sion equation. (- , \ 

is: .. 
y -a + blXl .+ b 2X2 + h3X3 + ... + e 

where Y = the dependent variable 
< 

a - the y intercept 
Xi~ theindependen~ variables 
b.- the coefficients indicating the 
~ 

amount of c~anqe in tqe independent 

~. 

v~riables associated with a unit 
chang;E! in the dependent,.. variable . . 

e = the error term 

The, t~n variables whiqh were n9t significantly 
- , . " 

1nterc'~rr~ted were used in the stepw'ise multiple 

r~gression>ana~ysisf ~nd they are listed in Table 8 (page 

,5§). Two variables .. , ,the percentaqe change in the number of" 

f~rms since .1956 CNOFARMCJ and the'change in averaq~ farm 

,'~ize (FARS,IZCH)-" toqet"har :e~lained 97,% of the 'variation 

.in the dependent variable. ~e~~r~dict~~e equation s~owinq 

'the reiation~hip between"these two variables and DELAND was: 

Y:iI= ... 49.5 + 0:70 fNOFARMC) - 0.49 (FARSIZCH) ... k 
.1 , 

.~ere k. -'-,the ¢on~~.bution of non-significant , ' , 

-.. ~iablea and the error factor 
~ ..... . 

- , 

t '. , ' : ' .. ') . "-

co~~ficients. are sho~ iJTable 8. The overall F ',The 
, . 

sta't.istic w.as sig at 0'.000 and the Durb;i...n-Wa.tson 

,statis_ie ~ndicat~ " that tpere was n~ ~iqniricarit auto-
- • .. a-

.corr~la~ion of " 

'\ . '. . , 
" " o • 

! 

I 

. , 
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.. 
The equ~tion· predicted that areas with large 

percentaqe decreases in the nUtrtber of farm!L"since 1956 

and decreases in average farm ·size would b~~areas with large 

decreases in the percentage of farmla~d. This indica~es . \ 

tnat ehanges in the structure of aqriculture vari~d among 

Zone 2 townships, as well as the sc~le of aqricu1tura1 
~ ~ 

61 

activi~y. In 5 of t;he 16 township~ (Adjala. Erin-", Esquesing. 
i)1I 

Nassa9awaya and Oxbridqe), the decreases in the amounts of' . . 
far.m1and exceeded the deerea~es in the number of farms and 

so the remaining larm.units were forced ~o reduce'their·size • 

., '!'hi's could occur .when 50 acres of a lOO-acre holding is sold 
o • 

,0 

_ to other uses and the remaininq acreaqe,is divided int<;>·two 
J - .' . 

small hobby fa~s. These types of structural changes differ 

from the Canadian trend ~where' fa'rm size~ are increasing on a 
., ~ ~. -

reduced land base. _ . 
... ... .. 

Of the 10 'independent 'variab1es used, onl.y three ~1ere 

,not asao?i:ated wi~ the depl!nd'ent variabl;e i~' the expected 

manner. The p~rc~ntaqe 'of farm population in 1971 and the 

percentage of impr.oved lalld were posit.\ve1y related to the 
_ ,. ,of. - r 

amQunt: of fa.~l.and 'lps~ while 0 the ch~nqe in tl1e p.ercen~aqe' 
. . 

'of -W()odictn~ wa~' necjatively related. _ '~:re.as w~tn ;h.iqJ1 le~e~~ 

'of farm1a,td l~ss ~iod ~bt h~ve Sm~,ll fa~ Populations: by 197.i ~ 
•• '" ' • A . ' .. ' • .....,"\. 

p~ibaps dill> .I:o.the.f~~ ~atthe~ .~re,"~tiV~lYV' 
sma11e~ fatms in these areas, The large' farm~nd 10sses 

, " ",,' ". ' 

a~!I.~ci~te~ w:ii$ '~ la.rge .per'O.~tage of'·~prov.ed"ia~d in 1971, 
. ' , . 

o " 

., '; .. ~.. ...". " 

" 
, .. ~ -

.r 

< 



indicate that these losses have removed unimproved .l~nd . 

This . ~_u=por~ed by the fact that high levels of farmland 

ciated with decreases in the pe~centaqe of 

improved agricultural use. 
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'1 

The fa~lure,of many of the original variables to 

explain any significant variation in DELAND'is not obvious. 

Eleven variables were not entered in the final reqression7 
. 

their high correlations with the remainihg,variables en-

sured that no explanation would be lost if they were not 

Included~ The simple coefficients (r) in Tab1ft 8 show t~at 
, , 

no variables had a stronq independent relationship to 

DELAND ~ but the tt.,o, variables,. NOFARMC and FARSIZCP., appear 

to complement eacH other almost perfectly i.e. the variation '. ' , .. 
that NOFARMC'does not exp~ain, FARSIZCH does. If these 

variables' were not included, the contribution of the.remain~ 

inq eiqht' varia~l~s could be determined n;~re Cle~~y. wi th'out 
""-, ~ " 

the "swamping' .. effect of 'NOFARMC and FARSIZCH. Tn~ con-, 
.~' 

siatent differences ,between the ~ean values of the township 
, . . 

qrou~s with above or below farmiand loss (Tab~e 7) support 

the theory 1:.hat 1:he yariables a~eA,relat.ed to variations 

in farmland loss. 

Another pos$,ibillty is 1!hat when the variables were 

intercorrelated, the wronq vari~bles were qhosen to repre-. . 
" , 

$ent each qrobp~ By tria~ arld error, th~-combination of 
~ ." . . . ' , 

,.v4':'ia!>'les w~iqh <:ontribut:~s the qreatest amount of yariation 
. ~. 

f 

.> 
, , 
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could pe reached~ 
. , 

In conclusion, the agrieultural'analysis showed that . . 

all Zone 2 townships eXperi~nc,ed farmland loss between 1956 

and 1971; losses ranged from 38 .. 79% in Nassagaw~ya to 8 .• ~2' . 
~n Reach. variations ~n fa~land loss were significantly 

correlated with urban popul~ti6n growth in each township 

, but not to J:ural population 9·rowth o~ agricultural land 

capability. High.leyels of farmland loss w~re associated 

with large d~creases in ~he n~er ~f farms since 1956 and 

decreases in average farm size ~tween 1,956 and 1971 • 
.. 

Townships'which experienced decreases in average'farm size . . . 
\ ' 

were those ~hose ratios of farmland to fa~s in 1956 and 
. , 

1971 indicated that the rate of farmland los~ exe~eded the 
~ 

, 

rate of decrease in the number of farms. Remaininq aqr'i-
\ .. ~ 

cultural land then became fragmented into smaller holdings. 
.. ."' .. 

An ana~ysis pf the intercorrelated variables sho~ed that 

farms i~ areas of' high' farmland loss were more l.i~ely to 
, \ 

the non-commercial class and would have increased " . , . \ 

e number of horses and pa,nie's dUring the study pef~od. 
'- f'--- ~ . 

es~ ,are ~ha,racl:eristics often' ass~ted wi til part,-time 

by ~arms.' The r.es~lts of'th~ analysis supportea the , 
. :J ' , 

,in4ings of punter f,tha~ c~anqes in aqriculture in urbanizing 
, 

~s much chanqes in th~ ~trubture o~ agriculture .as 

the"s~a1e.Qf activity. ., 

, ' 
....... Q : • 

) 3J ., Punter ¥ op .. eh .. , ~ p. 
" f 

\" 
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CHAPTER'VI 

ANALYS'IS OF RECREATIONAL SPACE 

The'inventory of recreational space in the Town 

of Caledon and other western Torontp Centred Region town

ships used data compiled from the Ontario Ministry of 

Natural Resources' TORPS survey •. ~ll types of land us~s 

dealing' d~rectly and ihdirect~y witb ,outdoor re~reation 

and. sports were listed e.g. parks I playing fields; motel Y 
.. -,. ~ "io. l 

acoommpdation, etc. Inforroation inc1bded the exact 

location of each s; e, the jurisdiction of each land owner, 
~ 

user restrict~ons, . se~ capacity and the fa~ilities avail~ 

able. Thirteen to ships. which represertted Zones, 1.2 and 

3 of the Toronto Centred Region;. were selected for.the 
, . 

analys,is (Figure' 8) • : Table 9 lists. ,the toWnships, their 

TCR zo~e .. the percentage of their total . land. area devoted 

to r~creat~onal uses a~dthe absolute :acreages of recrea-

tional -land. " 

.I:n 197'7. there were 51,# 518 acres of recr,eat:l.onal , ' ,: 

land in thes~e 1'3 tOWnships ~ A 1:- '10. acre's per 1,000 people. 

'~i:s land. cou~d supply 

.people. 0;'. at 15 acres' 

recreational, space' for 5:l~l,780 
, , • ~ • C' ' K 

, ' ' , 

pe~: l','OOCr, peOpl.e,. for 3. 4'51';"69~ 

·peop~e.. ~i" ·i;Q~ships·. Oakv~lle, Milton, Mono Vaughan,"_ 
.. ~ -# .. 

, . Br4,mptQil. and .e~1~edon had' ~elativ~'lY l~rge proporti~ns of 

64 'I • 
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TOWNSHIPS USED '" BE'RIAIION~L".~'1ALYSIJ 

----
H.~ton 

1 O.'kvHle 
\ . 
2 Milton .' 

3 H.lton Hill. 

\ Dufferln ./ 
• • 4& O.:rafra.xa E •• t 

'.'\ .a,t -'Luther 
•. Amaranth_ -
7 _I«o~o 

'-. 

" 

CO.UJJty Itn. 
town.hip line 

• Pe,..J 
, 8 ,C~leaon 
'8 Br.mpton 
10 M· ••• I ••• u'g. 

York 
t1 V.",ghan 
~2 K,tnsl 

-' 13' QWlhlmbury 

. . 

-. 
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Table 9: ~ecreationa1 Space in Sample Townships 

"'" township 

Amaranth 

Br~pton 

Caledon 

East Luther 

Gara'fraxa E. 

Gwil1imbury E. 

Halton Hills 

King 

M.ilton 

Mississauga 

Mono' 

Oa]l;vi1l:.e 
, " " 

Vaughab 

, 

... . ...,. 
'" 

fI . -
" 

" 

zone 

3 

'1 
( 

2 

3 

3 
If 

2 

2 
-~ 

Z 

2 

1 

3 

1 
~~ 

2 

. ' 

rec. land % total 
(acres) area 

1,376.8 2.10 

4,087 .. 0 6.79 

11,363.7 6.49 

~ 79.9 0.21 

1.92 ;8 0.48 

2/250.0 3.71 

2,619.4 3.95 

2,949.7 3.5~ ,< 

10,423.4 12.36 

2,921.7) I 4 ~32 

5,212.7 7,.23 

. - 3,1'11.4 13 .. 45 

'4~929~3 7.24 

. -~ 

.1-

• 

I. 

66 

pop. 
'1976 

~ , 

2,358 

103.45'9 

22,434 

860 

11.546 . 
10,635 

'34.477 

14.030 

20,756 

250.017 

3,780 ., 
~ 

68. 9S0- -
~ 

17=,1-82;~ 

" 

,-

~ , 

..;-.--~-;.../. 

_:~'F""'" 
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land in recreational uses and the largest,abso acreaqes 
\ .. ' 

of recreational land. The Town of Caledon had re than 
- . 

twice the acreage of.~ll but one other area. Milt n. , 

Table 10 shows the distribution of acreage 

according to wh;ch type of jurisdiction provided th 

All those townships ~entioned above had hi~ 
Q~ public recreational land. Townships with low feder 1. 
'). ,. ~ 

provincial ~r regional rec~~ationa1 space also tended t. 

have low municipal contributions. Sites in these town-

~ srips were provided main~y by commercial enterprises, with 

the exception of King, which had a high institutional . , 
• p \ 

component. ' There was no apparent relationship between the 

size of the local'~opulation and the jurisdiction of the 

. majority of the recr~ational land. Both small and large 
I 

.I 

population a~eas had high ~nd low levels of public and 

commercial facilities~ 

It was,not the intent of this analysis to produce 

any sort ~f.~upp1~.~~emand ind~x that wotrld, ha'Ve ,to .in-
~ .. -..c"', -~ , ~.' 't • 

'cbrp,orate th~. ~-ffects of d1stance" al te:rnate .Q~r~q.ni t.1.es , 
- j""-'" - -..-.--- -

.. _ ,: p ~ _i-_~ , ~ ~ - _ ~ _ _ • _ "'.. , _ __ 

-'''and site attractiveness •. A simple - tabulation of ac+eages 
': ;-...... -- . ~ .. 

- .- .... --- "\ .. 

. ---cand the. 1976 p~pulation for -each t~~ship indica:te,f'areas 
4 ..... ~ _ ~~~_-.. ____ .... I _, ~ r' ".' _ ;:' ... ~ lit ~, .. ... 

, __ ~£ ~e~ativ~,Rl~hor 16w~crea±iona1 space w~h regard 
~ , '- .. 

~" ~ 
.-' • :to potential dE!Jl1ano. '" ~:.. ~_ . ' 

.--~ " . 
, - ~~s 'wi th 'luge' pop~lations; ,as .expected, 'had-, the 

~-- --.~ ~ "'?--.... ..... : ., '\ ..,.. ~ - -

.. -"~''''''.~,' _ . ~O~~$t::: 'per capita:, ~crea9~~ ~:", The r'c!tios ~an~t!a:Y1:c;in-'~ess 
:t}\.~n' one ~ersoll per~~~~ ~n 'M~O 'Town~h~1?" .riuff~rin .c~,,\q.~y_. 
" "" 

\' 
\ 
\ ." 

~-. -

\ 
\ 
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\ Table 10: Jurisdiction of Recreational Land '- Percentages1 .. 

.- . t01'lJUI,hiQ' feg, prr' reg, \ mUD. comm. priv, insti, 
.1 

f , . 
.' ... Amaranth -" '0,03 99.97 ow: ... eo: 

f~ . 
". Brampton ~9.99 ~3.65 21.45 .4,82 

Cale<1~~ 14.64 52,50 0,38 18,16 10,91 3,41 

East >t e,r 28.91 4,13 62,58 4,38 
fi 

70,54 19,92 0,20 9.34 

Gwillimb'!rv E. :- 34,71 1,20 55.64 8,31, , 0,13 
• 

H~lt(m Hills ..; 62,Ila 2,41 
. 

22.12 4,2Q 5,34 

King 21,92 4.29 ' 21.02 0,62 53.72 , 
Mi11:;on 0.24 39,56 1,58 12.96 44,22 1.44 

Mississauga .1.57 3,78 24,27 
. 

20,56 49.47 0 •. 34 

Mono 44,76 -21,58 
'-

19,49 6,46 7.73 

Oakville 0.01. 61.71 3,67 10,79 16,71' 3,79 3,21 . 

Vaughan i 0,47 77.44 0.62 20.25 0.57 0,65 
, 

ITouri~m and Outdoor ~ec;eat~on Planning Study Committee, 
Ontario Recreation Survey; Tourism and Outdoor Recreation Planning.StuQy, 
Prog:ress Rpport No, 2,. "(Toronto, 19~J \ • 0\ 

(X) 

" 

« • 

/ 
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', . 
..... .6.'Jt~ ...... 

f ... ~ 
(Zone 3) to:86 people per acre in Mississauqa.,. R~9iona1 

Municipality of Peel (Zone 1). . The Town of Ca1edon was 
. 
tied for second rank with only two, people per a-cre. 

\ 

~at these figures do not show is the effect of 
p. '. 

the large urban population of metropo1itah Toronto, or .. 
for that matter, Hamilton, Guelph or Kitchener-Waterloo . , . 
whose people cou~d easily use these sites fO: one-day 

recreationa1 o~tings. The combined population of the 13 

townships in 1976.,was only 551,084 but the total population 

of the counties ~~tlin~d in Figure 8,was 4,030,96B with 

over 90% classified as urban. Admittedly, these-areas 
o / .. .' 

would supply additional ~ecteational space bu~ the total • 

acreage needed to supply metropo1itin Toronto a1on~ would 

be 31,864~ or 21,243 acres, depending which space standard , 
was utilized. 

" 
The 51,518 acres apparently meet the recreational 

. ,. 
space requirements of this heavily-urb~nized part of ontario. 

Pearson stated that a'recrea~ional Sp~ce, ~eficit already.' 

elC'j,sted in Southern ontario but he based his ca,lcuiatj,ons 

solely'on prd~incia~ park ac~~ag~S'a~d did not c~n7~~d\r other 

secto~s which supply recreational opportunities2. . 
... ..' ,.. 

, , 
\ ' 

H6wever~ this approach.mrght be more accurate. ·~he 

ac~eaqes.of the.TORPS survey must be analysed more car~u11y 

'I. 
2, t:ao P' , 

,.'\ ,'. 
, ~~ 

N .,.... earson, 
. Qutdoor St:creotlon, (Guelph',. On 
-,-centre ~or ResoUrces -Dev~lqpmel)t 

' .. '"' .. 

\ , . 
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in order to ascertai~ whether the total area was actuall~ , 

available for recreational use by the general public. These .. 
ac;reages included parking areas, 'conservation areas not used 

for recreation, reforestation areas and p~ovincia1 park 

reserve lands as yet undeveloped fo~ intensive us~. Infor-. 
matton provided from personal communication with the Metro 

.. ..~ 

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority state~ that of~\ 

10,599 acres, only 10% or 1,060 acres were actually used 

for 'recreation.) 

'J 

Table 10 shows that p~ivate and ins~itutional acre

ages represented 9,744 acres ~r 18.9% of the total 51,518 

recreational acres found in the 13 townships. Subtractfng 

these acres which had restrictions against us~ by bhe g~n~ral 

public. 41,774 acre$'remain. ,On average. Zone 2 townships 
" ' 

had fl higher proportio~ of recreational land under private . 
ownership than ,either zone~ or Zone 3 townships. 

other acreages had another type,of'restriction on 

users, in this~ase fina~cia1. Although charges for such 

acti,vit;j.es ~s camPi~g are u~allY rn'!nimC!-l at ~mmeraial • - . 

establ~shments, "fees for s:uch act.ivi ties as golfing, horse-
J 

b~ck riding and pl~asure flying are 'often not, and these 
, ., l: 

a~e all extensive users' of recreational lan~ in the study 
, ... Q .... ,; 

townships. tn addition. these sports require some experi-. . 
~ .... --... 

ence or investmen'b in lesson-s wh~Ch ma.n~. peop,le do not have, 

-'A 

~~~cx, personal letter, November 20, 1977. • > 

. . ~ 
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can not afford, o~ have no interest in acquirinq. These. 
, 

are also sports which are not p~rticipated ln by many 

population 9;O~PS. In a survey by'Ye~er ~nd Heit4 gOl~, 
'f... ~ 

horseback riding and equestrian sports rankdd 12th, 18th' J . -
and 43rd respectively amonq 45 sports with 13.9%~ 9.6% 

~nd 0.3t of the ~espondents~ha~n9$particiPated on~~ ~n 
each sport in the 12 months prior to tne survey. In ,the 

. . 

\ 

\ 

\ 

.. 

\ 'f • \ 
ac~eaqe ,surv~Y.t "no figures .,,;ere ;availabl~. differentia~ingl _, 

between horseback-riding establishments wbich ~atered to a 
,t .. I' .. _ •• .... 

pa¥-as-you-ride ~ype of clientele or more experienced riders 
. " 

participating in show-jumping or dres~.age ,(eque~tri~n . ' 
sports) • In th~ 13 townshi,ps, ~olf eourses, equestrian facil-

" , 

ities and small airpor~s covered 5~7Bl acres, or 52.3% ~f 
~ • n,.. 

, .... 
, the commercial acrea9~ a"~ 11.22% 6£ the total recreational 

< " t . ~ ... 

" 

" . 
acreage. 

In total, approxirnate~y 15,525 acres or 31.6110£ the 
, . ' ~ ~ 

recreational spilce in the 13 sample tCwMhips", were ,inaccess-

ible to the general public due to user or financial restric

ti~ns. This figur~ does not include undev~loped park sites 
, . 

such as the '506 acr~ reserve for the Forks of'the.Credit 
, '" 

, , 

P~ovincial Park in the Town. of Caledon or Conaervation 
\-' -,' . 

\ ~ 

Authority land not.~sed tor recreation. Perhaps, .with the~e. 
~ .f>- ~. .) , 

..J '"" .. ~ ... 
~creages included, len4 ~hich WaS completely ~nacce~silile or , > • 
o 

~~w:er'and .Me Heii;.h, -Recreation ~a:t;t§fJls in 
{~o~on~o: M~nistry of 

'. 
q 

... .' . 
.' . 

.. 

.' 
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had limited accessibility could compr~se up to 50% of the 
i 

recreational acreaqes., The remai~ing, 26,759 acres could· 
, v' 
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prov-ide recrea~ional space for only 2,$75,900 or 1,725,853 . 

people, dependinq wfiich space standard- was "used(~ , ') 

The.number and the pe~centaqe of tot~l' facil)ties , , 

by type are.li&ted in ,Table 11 ~or the Town of cale~n • 

The Reqional. Mw:'icipality.6f Peel had 247 sites 'or 22· .. 3% 

of all'rec~e~tional fa~ilities and these were e~~nly 

~ivided ~onq the three mQnici~l s~ivisions. These 
I ~ •• • 

, . 

'fig11fes are slightly mi·sleadinq, thot;l9'h r 'as, a la.r~e· nWt'.ber 
, . 

of sma,11, urban parks . in Mississauqa ~nd Brat.npton contributed 
< . , . 

the majority of sites in these areas. 
~ ~ _.. 

. I· The ToWn of Cal:edon was well..:.supplied 'with 901f' . ~ ~ ~ 

'" . \ ' 

courses and downhill skiing centres ~elative't~ the othe~ 
" -- ~ < " . . . ~ .. ~' "," ~ ... 

t.ownships •. 'There.were 655 sites avaiiable. to the general . - ~ .. ~ ~ ... ~. 

public in the T()Wtt' s campqroUnds. .Eiqht v~cation cantRs ,were ., ~ . . " 

~oca~ed here but only Qne was op~rated on a commercial basis. 
• " .' . ,. \~;<-" . ,:" . 

An above averaqe number'Qtffishinq areas was fcund here, bu~ 
i ...... .. ' 

'- . 
only one was open tothe,publlc. The trails located in the 

, "', '. . . 
Town provia,ed a variet.y.of SPQrts opportuniti~s; 11 fo~ , .. .. ,. 

~ikinq, 9 fo~ Cro~s~~uDtry.skiinq, 9 for ~rs~back riding 
r '" i' ~ 

• 
and 2 for. ,snowmobi1inq. . . , 

,,~.. , 

: .' . Ma-ni',.~ta~l'~~~~Il:~ :were ~v~ilabl~ onl] to specific 

'itsers; 14, OJ: lt6, ,of t:he ~C)tal: .. -facilitit!s, in the Town and 
~ #"" ,,' ~ ,'" .. :. • ~ .. "_ ," ", ., "'.,;. ' ,:. " ,: . .' , " ~ ~ , r; "'~ ~.. ~" L , ... "I, • 

~ :' ~ 1 •• ~'·'~f·'~~ a~r~~e·.t •. ~l ift ~i •. c~~e10ry·. Cal-edon had 
~" ,~ .... ~. ~ '. • ", a j ~ - ,. . :; ... '. .... --:~ , 

... ~.. -, , " : 
, -"', .... ~ " .'~ . . . ~ ~ ... 

.... ~: •• ' :T,~~~t, TIf ~ _"'-'" 

~.: :': -,-~ -_~ .. _~ .... _ ... H .'~ ~~. • .'O 

" 

\ 
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T~~: ~ecreattonal Facilities in ~erTown of Caledon 

(. 

, ~ .~. " • iJ 

Table 12! !qriqulturaJ Capo!?! llt~ of ~ang Used fo~ ~,ecre§,tion 
. . . 

" \ class' total acreages 
I • 

public comm. ~pr/inst .. 
~ ••• I '; ,2. . , .. 

" . . ' :' 1 '- 3'" .' 4)J. 8% 44.2' "69:.0%, 66.0% 
'" . , .. 

., . 

. . ' 

,4 ra 5 

. , 

, . 

" 
'31.;5% _ 

. " 
12 .. 7' : 

I " • <'), , ~ 

0''' ~.". 

, 41.5%· . .' 

" 

, .. .. 
~ . 

.4' 

7 .. 8t 

~6.2' 

'" -+', 

"1, 
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. . '. 

f the h~9he~ percentaqes pf la~d inaccessible to the 

qenera public, after K£nq and Milton which had very high 

, ~, . ~ O'f in~ti t~t'io~ai ~nd private, 'a~reaq~a resp~~-
l.e 10). In add! tion, 'four commercial gOlf. clubs, -. , 

~epresenting 931 acre~ ha~ substaptial me~ersh~p ~~es and 
."' 

the Credit 'Forks park Reserve and other undevel.oped .'~arkla.nd 

(746 acres) ana r,eqional forests (2,022 acres) had some 

restric~ions on use. Thi~ represented 3,699 or 31.2'-0£ th~' 

ToWn's recreational Space. Therefore, in'total,' 45.5% of 
00 \ •• ' 

the recreational land in the Town of Caledon 'had some , !........ -. '. 
restricti~ns on ~~a. 

,-
Figure 9 shows the spatial dis~ribution of all 

( .. 
recreational si~es in the Town of Cal.edon which were.25 

acres or larqer in si:e. Of the 48 sites, a~ost ~O.O% 

'were' situa~d on class 1., to 3 agricultural soi'1s (Table, 
- , t .. 

-
·12) ! 'i!. Nearly 40.0% were on class 4 or 5 .soil.$ •. Onl.y approl:C-' , 

'.;, 

• 

turaL value-or or~anic,soils. , .' : , . , 
.;; • f • ~ • 

'C " 4 -.. ; ~ 

_ The,. larg~st p~rc~ntaa:e of re~»'e~ti()~~1 land, .6~ ,. 2%, 
• I.' ./"-- :.3 r' Is. ~ , ... ' , ~ ... < , ,. • .. 

0' 

, \ 

- . 

was pUbl~e~y own~d.whil~ l~.~~'w~~ .in.co~~rcial recreat~onal 

use "~na 15 .'4', "~as O~~d by p~iy.ate'~;r ·.itti.tuti~n~) .~oups. '. J '. • ~ 
.. ; '. -"_ '. 7'. _ it ' ~ ...,', _ ' :' .' , ••• ~ ',.., ' ~ : •• : ~~." T .. , ~ ... ~',:, ~ • ".:. • 

~e~e thr~~.typ.s Qf Dwnersnip, had 4i~ferent ~gricultura1 
" * "" 3 , , ~.i ',. ~ ~ :-,... '.:-: T> 'r.: .. , • ~ _ ... ,)'~ • ~ '~~, ~ ,'J :~ ," ,».,~ ...... ~ ,.".~. '" •. ~ 

. l~na-~ae pa~t~rns. , P~~fclY 'o~~d 1~n~ h~d t~~ m~st.even 
-" i '.. '. ~ I "~ • ~ * - T • , .. :" ~ • ,', 

~:- dist;ih~~'ipn ~on.~·'~~ ·~bi~e J:~~~S.,s "bu~ ev.e~' "th~~" re~~~~ .. <.:~. 
~J' ~'..r': • -.... •• ~ ... :~~ ~ .. :.._ .. _ :~~; ... ~',' ~. ~ I ~ .. ~ ...... '!' ~ .~: ~,.. /'; "~~. -, \', ~ I'~:)"'_'''",'',,'' 

'. -.' .. :~~i~~~l·"s~t::~~-~~ c~~~.~at~ .. ~n·,c;:~~s.f!,~Q.-3:~.olis; ... ,,' "'" ,~ 

':~~:,:'.)(-::':§:, ": ~:<'~',~ ;:;~~ {' /:,:':: > ': </~'? -; ",' ,:,-"" '~' ' . '-" .~~:., . 

. . 
; ";'" 
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Commercial sites and 'private/institutipnal si:te~ had-even 

greater conc~ntra~ions o~, the~e SOilS,~69~O% an~/6~uQ" 
·respectiv~ry. Publicly~~wned sites and co~ercia1~y 

ope~ated sites had their second ,~reatest-concentrations on 

c~ass 4 an~5 soils,while t~e private/institutional group 

had th~irosecond highest concentration on very poor agri-
'. 

cultur~l,soils. 
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• I ~ 

These fiqures show tbat recreational,sp~ce in the 
, "'.... .. . 

.T?1!ll of .caledon .i~ Jleavily COrlcen'trated on ~e better' / 

agricultural ,soil~:,' ,althouqh the area is ampl~l ~upplied 
• -- • 1 '" 

wi th poor' agricul t.ural soil,s. , 
" , , 

~he inventory of r~creational space in the western . \ 
~~section of the ~ororito Centred ReqiQtt l~dicat~d that the , . '~ ., ~ . 

- . 

J , '" • 
" Iraw,~,~~re~9:es were adequa t.e to $erve the local and metropoli - , .. 
~ :J'a-f . ' ~"'" r 
t~~Qronto popuiation~~ Zone 2 ~ownShips were major ' 

.. 
supp11er$ of, repr~ational $pace with·a~ average, of ~.o~ of 

~~'i,r ~qt~i a~'ea,s' ~ci.e". . r,~cr~a~ion,al "us~ 'Ho,,;ev~r, ~he . ,. .. .. 

'inc,lttsi,o:n.'of'l1\!!lnY r~'s'tri,ot~d:"aqce~,s :Lns~ittltion~~ \~nd' pri~ 
" 

" 

.... 

, \1at~li:oWne~ acr~aqes mas~ed th~ f~ct ~'that; a ia~ge ~ount " 
, ; " . ',,: ,'. ~,,,,': ' , .' ' , \ , ,'. ' : '. ' .. , ' . ' 

'"¥: ,~~~r.~a~~Q~~+, spa~e wa~" n~t. ~!~i.~a'ble, to the general , 
~ '.' .. ' .' • • • ~ • .. .. ~~ '''', ~ ;.:" '-' • '. ,,' "',. .' J" ~ tI' ': • , .. • 

. , 

,." 
. . '~i1blie. " 'q~~~ ,acre~~~~ ,lia~ .~~n,~nc;:~a~ rest:ric:;tip~s, ~n(l/o~, 

. " ',.. ,w~r~ ~~$r~~ =, t~' .~p~~.i:.(~~· .t'~:li~e ", ,sport'~ ,e,.9. '9~1~, .Mue~t;rian 
" ", .. ,':--,;< ':·.~~~,t~: :~~~~~r.i~~~;".' .,~~. ~~~i;:iori, ~~nY:';~k, ~6~~~~es w~r~ ',",' 

~ ... ~ .'1'" , ••••• ~ ~~'. ~.'" .- ," " ,"." •• .:1 • 

- , . .,. i1;'t;- :y.~ i~ ,tis~' an4>con~~~t\cn ,~u.1:ho~~:tY:· .figu~~s . .\~cluaed .. 
• ,,~ , .. _ , I, l' .. ~ T" .')- " 

::', :~,.~?;/t7~:,~~t-~f~5~~::~~~',~~Qr{~~~~;o:,~~: '""',, ":, ,. <-~ •. , . 

~ 
" 
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of Caledo~ 4~s_ been, designated, -a~, "rural, 'Qpen 
, ., I .. "':"... -, ~~ • .<y-.:---.-<- ,--.:. - ....:::~~ 4 .. 

::t:~~_ space" areS'- i!l~~the ·tt'Qi;6n-t'O' Cent~ed ieqiO'n,'.a ~~cription 
~ .. ::- - ~~. -";. ~ - '. ~ ...' ~ ~ 

-,,-:,. ',- oLthe 'extent of thfs- ~a d "fx:aqmenta:t:ion.ac'tivity in~ne 
'. _ ....... "';~---- ...... ,. . ~ .--"'- -: :~t't .- .. ': - ~ ~ -- . ,.;-~ .. ~ ... , '...-- ,.~~_ ~ 

'~, ToWl'l is, 'itTtp'ortaitt: to ~ ~~rmu~ation' "of,' planri.i;~q po~icy.", 

'_, ':D~t.all~f a~d "sa~~s-' w~~h1~ '~h~ ~O~ ... 9~:' ~.a:i~dOb'·· 
.. J. ...., .. ~. ~ _ ... '-.... _ ....... 'r', ""~ ¥ ~ 

,~~t~~~n -'lg'Ss"'..a.)lq ',1' +/ w~e,~ ~t?~~iti.~d' !fOm, ~a~9, <l:e'gis~ 
T' • _" 4.-.. _~: .... '."" :'TT <~T., .~, ~ .. ~"' _._'~ _> .-;,~'-:~-.!.' _____ ~: __ ~ • .~",' _ ..... ~~~ ' .... ' • 

" .rolls f6.r"I'79~i ' . ;acre.'sainpl~ i6,t:s. ::The l.~t: df~~1b~Uon: 
- ..... :' ' .. -:-•••. ~; ~~. ~ ... ~ ~ ... ~ _ • •• ',y:'"' y':. .;;,.,. " T' .. -.T: .. ,,\ ~ " , ~k--' ._-:.. .. ~ 
'," ", . ~o~q tp'e.' 'f~U" . ,~~.~~~ ~~~sll~p, ,~~p.l.~n.~ ~~~U~ ~~~s ~~~ior\.· --\ .~ 

,:', '~·'.~~~:.j'~~:-·(6~J·lo~~ :~":'~,~C!~~P:'~~:~.~': .22\ ' ( .• i{ ·lo~si.;'.c~i~4~~;·~~~~, 
, ~. P ~T' :"",~. ;~ .. T~': :. *:~ ... :'~ __ ~ .... -;:' ~k:". ' . ... . ... : :" .... :".:. >I: :r_.:: ... ~ .~.( ," .. ~ ';'" .. '_ "'.,:~, ·':'~:~I~ ..., .. , .1_ 

.: '. :.":.>. , :·~5t l4.4 1 .ts}, .al)d' nor:tbe~n' Ghi,ricju~~Qq$y' 18:%"\ (33 . lots}". 
r"" ~,,~' ~'''r, .'>:~: r" ,,-' l"T"'"':~"" .~ T .. T±,T"-r"';"~' , r "-..... ~ .... ' ~ .. ' ,} 

L ',' ", • r ':. "" . ., , .' '.:. '" '.. ;, ." .. ,: ::.~ .. :: : .. \::',~" :7, ,::~\" .. / '" ; " . " .. : 
: : •• ~ ",' ,:,~.,.:_.~.~.·.:~,.,'.'~· •• ,·,·":·'::.::\ •• ' •• r ~T,:.:::':'::'.' .: ..... '. ...... ~. ". .' ( T' . < ';~ .~, ~ : ',; ~ - _. <,' ~. ;", ~ ' .. ,,: ',. .,,"".~" "-:~-; .-.: ' ...... "; \', .~.- " 
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Branchi,nq tree diagrams' were drawn in order to trace 

land"hoidi~g's b~c~. to, the oriqinal 1955 owner or o~ers. ' 
~ . 

The parcel size~ and names of th~ 1916 owners were,eo~pared 
p • 

to assessment data for that y~~ to ensure accuracy. In 

addition. the' nUl\tb~,!,.of parce{s per sa..~le.io:t ... er~ gathered 

for the. year 1~7! fr~m Pope's .Hi§~l Atl~~ 6f eee~ . 
Coqnty &-- ,Onta;iQl to determine the, amount of ft"a~entation 

4 ,. 
which had occurred ov~r the 8.8 years .prior to ~he\ study' 

, I 

'. period"i . 
, 

The frequency distr~butions of numbers Qf parcels 

E'er., lot i~ qi"'en in tabul.ar' foJ;1ft in T~ble 1.3 a~d ,in 9'ra~hi.c 
forIn.i'" F~qure.l0 for the ye~rs 1877~.'1955, 1~60, 196.5, 1970' 

". . " . 
and 1977. < • 

'"( '.-> 

. . . '. 
'1. Cha~q~s in ?roporti~n of Parcel Class~s 

. I . 
"In order to just:i:£y p1a:nll;i.nq inte'ryent:f:on i • e • . .." " ~ ~ .. " 

con1;rols on,land sale~: 'a" sigpificant in~rea$~ in. the number 
'. • :. I' • 

'of land, ho~ainqs had fir~t to be proven .. '-rle t~eq~'en,cy " 
J '", ~ t '# ~ ~' • ~.. ' • 

h~$tog.r~.s . of ~~qure io: indic~'te" ~ ma;Kect a~cire:~s~ in th~' 
, , ,~~ • ~, ,"'" - ~ -I'!' ," i!'.:' / T ~ ~ \, ~ • ~ ~.fI. ~ '~ ~ ":.; ~ .... ' ,,.,,' ~ _".,. • ~ " ~, .~ ,_ ~ ~ 

.":' ,n~~~_~.pf. ~QJl~p~d~. ,l,ots. a~~ a cqf~~~pond~nq i~c~e~se ~.n. '., 
~;~ .: ..... ,-: ~'§ ~ ": .. #, .T ' .. ~~ ,i ~ .~",~~: .. ,.': ;r :,~~ .,.'. A..,~..-. l I "...,~ ... ~ T 

~ ~ t:he nUitiber ,.of lots with. more than two parcels. A: test o.f 
'.; 0# • ~~~"~~""-"~~"':-"~F:":' ,"'~~: ~', ~~ __ ~ .. ~·,,~i; .. ~"". ~:'~.~~~.': ~t-o;. _; .~.~. E._.:'~,:.)~':,7' '. '~~:.:~~\1'J:_"", ~ , ... _ ~~: 

, ~ ~ d.~~~~~z:tg~, 9,f. ,p~~P9~~i~.n· wa~ ~,~~,~ 1:? ,~~t:~~~ni~' the .sj.g~n;~.i:-
':, ,"< :'-, ,:·can~':.of;:t~: ch~nges::. 2 ,' .... ~ ;::':." ~ .';'.'~ :":: '" ': ~:,:'~ . '" ~: :,'" .' 

: ~ ;7~>' .. ~" ;:': ~: ':»>":" ~::'.' ; :::~. ::: :"~": t., . , ...•. ..•. ".. :,'< "',{" .'.~ , '::':: ',,' .' . 
. '. ,.' .: P.·~: ',,-<, .' ~.~ ~~~~~"!O~,~':Hi,ts?r~i'it~~j~, ~f. '~ee~' ~~~WltY."c, .Qn~rio. 
'~~~~.:l~~~~~~~=-<",~~~~:~·~~~~!.;(J?~,i'::' .~. ". ~:.~~'.")", '. ~ ; '. 
; .. ; .. ~,,\~~~~,~:~.:'-:' ; .~. :~-:-:~":~~"';~~7i';~':'::~';'" ,-;~;<ii-t'~.:.:... :,"" '.~ . ""'~:"'" . ': .~.. 'r1 

.. 

" . 

' . 

I 
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Table 13:',requency Distribytion of No.'of Parcels per Lot 
_., " N - 179 

date , parcels/. DO, % gate 
, ' . 

1877 " 1 
2 
3' 

146 81.56 1955. 

4 
5 

" 6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

. ' 14' 

29 16.20 . 
4 2'.24' 

-

... 

1 
'2 
3. 

114' 
38 
13 
.1 

'63.69 "' 1.~-65 
21.23 -. 

~ 

:. 4<.:&' 
- S' 

-6 . 
4' 

7.26 
, 3.91 

,2,'24 

7 " 1', 0.56 
8', ' ,."":': 

, • ,;I", III, ... 
\1' ., ( , ':7'. • .' , f 10 . - .' 1 /0.56 

}.J. 1'1" -- ~ • ' 
, 12" , '. " 

~' .. 
13 '1 ., Q. 5.6 .,/ 

•• < 14 ~ 

Earce1s/ 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

1b 
11 
12 
13 
14 

.. ' l' 
'2 
3 
4 
~ 

,6 
. , 7' 

8 . 
9 

1'0 
11 
12 '. 
1)-~. 

,14 

, , ' 

no, ' 

130 
36 
11 

1 

1 

97 
41" 
14 
,l,,3 

4 
A 
1 
1 
2 
1 ... 

'1 ' 
1 . -

% 

72.63 
20.1,1' 
" 6 ~ 15 
'0 .• 56 

0.56 
, -
.. 

54.19 
22,91 

7.82 
7.26 
2.24 
2.24 
,0.56 
0.56-
1.12 
0.5'6 
~ . 

0.,56 
0,,56 -

,. 

",I 

~ 
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T~ 1955 di 

bution with over 90% 

r;l?utio~ WIIS '. Sim~l~ t~e 1877. distri': . 

o th~ sample _lpt~ h~ing ~nly one'9r 
\ 

two ~~rcels., A te'st ,~f di er~nce, O.f~ propoton showed that 

statistic~lIy, the proportion~ f one-pa~cel ~bts at both 

-' ~~mh--~·e-obtained 
I 

gates h~4 b~en drawn from the same 
\ 

Z score of 1.5 fell below the critical value ~t ~he 95% 
, " \ ' 

confi~ence level •. During tf:1e 88~year t~e period.\ la'nd' 
, , 

owne~ship' p~tterns in the ~own ~ad remained remarkedly 

stable., 

Slqnificant c~angeso in the· proportion of one-parcel;.-
• \. .,4 

• 
l~ts were '~lCpec:ted wi-1;hin the. 22-year study period. However, 
'. . \ . . . ' , , . 

. eomparis~n~ of, proportions at £ive-ye~r intervals did ~ot 
, " ,. _ ' J ". 

, sho~ ,··S~.cjnJ,fi~~nt 'dltferences a~ all i scores fel-! belew ~he ", . 
. . ... . 

dritical value. 
, ' . The ,~ull hyPOthesis that these pairs ~f . 

, .. .0 
,... '. . 
pro.p~rt~~n~ ',w~r~. d~C\wn _ from ~e s~e. pog~lation ~ad to be .'< r 

. aqCept~d~' " $f~~ifi~a,nf ~iffe~ences:' i~ pr~portion did" exist, 
/ ... • '"" .~ I ': • 

however ~ ·ltetw:e~n ·4~te~ m~~kinq the begi~ning ~nd e~d' of, ten-
, .' " .. .:--- ' ., 

,year p~J;iQ~fJ~·'·.'; ,. "~' '. . .L· ',' A \, 
~ ..- "T.' ·T~".' ,~.~, ..... ~. \ "'~. • _ 

. ,,::.' ,; Cha~~'~:~~. ~.~ th~ P7~p,6i"~1~~~. :~~. 'one~~arc~~ ,~~~ ~hrO~qh\, " 

. 'out:- tll; ·st~.d'y';p'·,r~~~. w'e~e ~qt: ,9h~J;~ete~~z~"by~ .larqe 'de- - - ,,-::::--~-. 
, . ~.' , ~:$' - ... ;,T .. ~T-:;':.~;~~ ;1'.; .. :~ ... .:r.~. :'~ .... , •. :_ '_~r .',' ~ A ~".'" _.,., ~ 'l'L:~~ !'~ T.', .' ,~ ... _" . 

. ~ .. . ,-c~a$ef!',; i~~~ '~bott . peri~$ ~, p~~ 'f?y ~. ~lOWel: ", ~~~~dy 1iecrease 
r i..: ~ ... , '. .. }..'" ~ \.... ~' .. ,'" ~ -; ''':~T" _. :-4:' ~.I. r ~ ~ , ~":' .~~ ... ~ ~ ~ ~ ,'. ' _T • .... .~. ~ " , ,. ~ 

, : ';.' ~: '~n'''their' p~ets, 'w~i:ch ·.p,,:o.d,~(::ecr ,a . very diffe~"nt -pa,1::t~~n. of 
,r, ~---z ,,"t- .-~~"'";;!~': ~*"'" '_~"~T~~~'",,. ',,' T ~ ... "v ",",>! ~~. "- tn, ':<'~.,' ,~.:.~ ...... : ::: .• ~. ~.: .... >~L.· I ', .... ~ ... ~ • ~, ... "_ ·'1 

:\: '.",'.;; f~~n~"':~~~*~~~~".~~. ~~~~7.~ ~~I(.~~~~'~~ad.}~xlf·~~~ in<~.~~~-~ ~:.? " 
.~~ :.J~"_~:.r~i';'-,.,,'''.~,''.:~ T :,,:' :~~~ .'. :;,: ~.~ '''';.'.-; ...... ~...--"-.~;_ ... >-,~,~~.: '~':.".' ~~'r , .... \~.:~ ... ~'.,.F .. r _T,. c'O 

, , :.:.:: :i ' ';", . The 1,977 i1_1s.t.r:ibll~ibn" (~~q~i: .. l;Ot', ;4~$p,~t;~':'f~~gme~"'!"' 

:.~,:·":r: :':"~~;"{~~~b>~~~i~~'~~'::: ~~oi~{ ·~~~h~~~~iY.:~~~~:'~~~·~:~~(~;e~~·: ',' ' .. " 
,/~<\-~ ... ~. : .... ~: .. :;,:!.\ -) .,: :""'~~,\ ;''''~~'.!'~'~' ,:;.: ,,: •. ~~. ,: ~<,~v:- ~-~.f·, hz':". :.: : : ":.,":.::-,, <: :0'-3- '_~': . -,. '--" >- .' 

... 
" 

. " 
• To < ._'" 
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indicatinq a hiqh ~oPortion of l~ ·with one~ two or tLree . 
parcels ~ 87% 'of t e sampa l09-acre l~'ts containyd five or r-
few~r parcels bu , 74 .. ~% ha'd more tha~ ~ne parqJi and S6. ~2' ( 

" \ . 
baa more than two~ th~ percentage of one~parcel lots h~d 

~ Ok; 
decreased by _49.63% since 1955 and th~ percentage of lots 

with more than two p~arcelS had i~.~re~.sed b~:lS%. " ' 

The' largest decrea'se$ ana increase~ i~oportion 
I 

occur~ed 'in the last hai~ of the study~peribd.· ~he pro-.. 
portion' of'~one-parcel lots did, not. d~erease as mucm' between 

.. ,,-'F ~ , • . . . ..... ' ' 

\\ .. 1~7'O a~d 197~ as it! ~he prrVioU~ "five-year· period bUt. t~e 

, 

proportion of lo~s w~th more ~an two pa.rcel~ continued to 

\ - i:!lcr~~e '(TaJ>le' 14) • Pethaps the T~ is, ~l~prO~Ching 
~ a ba9~population of owners wh; do 'not want to fragmept 

, . 

4 ~eir 100-a~re hOl~inqSb:'~ the Rresent time. Increases 4« 
~ ~~ number' ~~ parc~ls i~ 't~e~uture then, WO~ld b: the r~s~l t ., 

~ of c 
• • '" .... I t-, 

tJnued fragmentation ~t p;eviously-divid~d .lots. ":TO 
, . ' 

detertll e whether "this 1$ ,'the ,start; 'of, a new tX'end, an analy-
-' ~ : ,.. '" - '/.4 :' ~"., . "Q .. 

91$ of,~~. 197J·to 1980 E~riod i~'needed: Th~,ef~~ct'of'.' 
, " . ~ .... ... 

~ n • . ... I ,. ... " 

severance' ~~~o~s.sbO~l~ .a~~o b~,exami~ed i~,C,~juncti9~ " 

,~~thl~nll~ra ,~~~ton.p~#einS;: . ~. ',_ 'c:', i:' ,.-, 
:':~. ~!:,', ~ .SP~'~i~~~}i~·' tj.on of t~ot~ F,1:a~en~~~o~ . T:-~n~s _ - . ~ , ' 

. ~, " ,: ,'" : ".:., ,,' '~~~~','~~t~e~n,. ~~ -i~~' ~ra,~~~~t~oh_ ·~as'·.~_~~ ,~~~, in, .:' . 
~. ~ • ~ "T... ~T ~.,# , ; .. , . T" .. "' ... • T' • ",' , "< " I ." ~:' ~ .: ~ >'. * , - :-- .,,:. ~ , '. ' ... 

:. " 'the'Town''''-of' cale(l6n, as shoWJ\.by~t:be fr~~n¢y lii.stoqr~s 
,\,~"T'~ ::~\~'. ~~~~T~;~···~" T:,,:r.::~:.;~' +.: r ~~~:~~ '''~~-:-.1J''';~:::''.:,,~": ... ~ #~ ~"".-~~::;~ T~~'T ~~' • \ 

.'.:'" ~C)~.·~~.clf,of ~e ':f~1lJ!' .~1?~~~_.t:~~~h.i~~, J,F";gur~s~~Z' ~~d l.~) .•. ' 
~ 'T~::~: .. ".",T:~~:~<~:-;::.~,.. ... ~ ........ \,. ~ ~o '..... ~'T.;t".~·t ... ~ ~ .,: ..... ~~,!..", ~.. ~ ... .. ~ .. -I':,.T .. T \~ ... ' , 

• , . 

" . 
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"' Table -J.4-:l 
J 

Proportion an~ ChAfiqes in Proportion pf One-parcel 
LQts and Lots wfth mpre than Two Parcels 

4-

~ 

_/ 

I~-

dat!! 

1877" 
1955 
1960 
1965 
1970 ... 
1977 

,. ~ 
• 

pe~iod 

1:877-1955 . 
1955-'1960 
19Cio-1965 
1'965-19.70 
1 910 .... l;97"7 

), 
-- , , 

. .. ..- ~ 

These values 

-,----. 'f -.1,' . . 
> • , , 

, ' , 
. '. .f--

(: . 

, of/lots with 
one parcel 

t 

81.56 
72~63 
63.69 
54,.19 
38.56 
25.70 

, t 

:-. ~ . 

'. % 

• 

" . 

.' 
';J 

of 110ts with rnor~ 
than ,two parcels 

~ $,. 

- 2.24 
7.27 

"IS.0S 
22.90 
38.53 
56.42 

, , 

" 

i. ' t' "'>\. '--.. "-. " ,chang in prop. . f ' chanqe in pr.op. of lots 
loes ~ th one pa eel with more than 2 ,pargels 

i' ~ 
t 

., . 

" 

-8.93' 
,-S .94' 
-9.50-' 

-15.63% 
-12.S6' 

- . 
- " 

. , . ., ~ . 
. , 
. " . 

, , ", ~ 
'" .. ',\..... .. ' -

r 

" , 

\ ( ~ 

bIe 13. ' 

. -
I '" 
,~ -~~ 

5.03% 
7.82%, 
7.81% 

15.63%, 
17.89% 

I' .. ~~ ,~:-.~ 

" -, 

~. r. .' 

• 

" , 

, .. 

• 
ff. 

'. . 
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By 1977, the sample loes from' Albion and~Chinguacousy . 
approached a normal~distribution while those of Caledon . 

~ 

East and Caledon west were still ske ed tp. th~ left. Only 

38'.64% of the' l~ts. in Caledon West ha . " 

~hile Caledon EA~t'had only 40.0% in 

more 'than two parcels 

is ~ategory, compared . . 
to"Albion with 75.18% and Chin~uacousy with 63.64%. 

. . 
~is trend of greater lot fragmentation activity irP 

Albion and Chinguacousy can not be related to a higher ini-

tial proportion of lots with more than two parcels. In 1955, 
.. ::t , 
Albion and Chinguacousy had the lowest pro~ortions of lots 

in ~is cateqory, 6.45\ and 6.06% respectively while Caledon. 

East and Caledon West had 10.00% and.6.83% respectively. 

The greater amounts of fragmentation activity in these two 

former townships perhaps may be explain~d by the greater 

accessibility that they hav~ to ~etropolitan roronto. If 

this relationship is supported in the later regression 
~ 

analYsis, it would suggest that lot fragmenta~ion has been 

guided by pote!1tial commuter residence location rather 

than less location-conscious investment interest. 
. ~ .. 

Spatial variations in the number of parcels ~er lot 
. . 

were also fourid within the former township of Albion. Al-

though a large amount of ~veraging was done in this analysis 

to produce values for concessions (north/south oriented 

blocks) and bloc~s (east/wes~ orie~ted blocks), a pattern 

emerged 'in the ,south and east sections of the township 
.' 

• I 



88 

. 
showinq higher frequrnc~es of heavily fr~qmented lots. 

7st values were found in the norttiwest '-sectio~ which also 

has the greatest straight-line distance to downtown'Toronto. 

High values along the centre of the township p~rhaps can be 

explained by the presence of Airport Road and Highway 50,

two major hiqhways leading to Toronto. 

A brief analysis of the changing proportions of the 

.. parcel per lot cl~'sses re-affirmed the belief that land 

fragmentation trends in "Albion and Chin~acousy differed from 

those in Caledon F.ast and Caledon West. Figure 13 shows the 

decreases and increases through time in the proportion of 

one-parcel lots and lots with more than two parcels for each 

township. Decreases and increases in Albion,and Chinguacousy 

were more pronounced, especially in the later periods. O?ly 

ChinqUacousy .showed an increase 1n the proportion of one-

parcel lots (between 1877 and 19S5~.perhaps due to farm 
'. . 

consolidation in"this good agricultural area. However, in 

the last two periods. Chinguacousy had the most intense land 

fr~gmentation activity. This former township had both 'the 
. . 

largest decreases in the propprtion of one-parcel lots and 

tpe larq~st increases"in the proportion of lot~ with pore t~~n 

two parcels. From 1965 to 1977, C~ir.guacousy increased its 

proportion of lots in the latter ~ateqory by 51.51% while 

Albion's increased by 40.32%, Ca1edon We~t's by 22.72% and 

Ca1edon East's by only 15.00%. In addit'ion, only 
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C:ingUaCOusy·' s l~ increased their rate of fragmentation 

in thd last per~:;{ The other three townships showed a 

decreasing rate of parcel creation. As the best agricul

tural area in the Town of Caledon. this land fraqro~ntation 

in chinguac6usy does not coincide with the stated government 

policy of preservinq larqe tracts of land for agriculture. 

iii: Stability of Lots with Regard to the Number of Parcels • 

counter to"the phenomenom of instability in the 

number of parcels per lOO-acre lot through time; is the 

fact that some lots did remain in the ~ame state. Some lots 
• 

were maintained as ~ntact one-parcel lots or, when some 

additional parcels were createdb the fraqmentation process 

did not continue and the number pf parcels ~emained constant 
, 

throughout the remainder ,of the study period. Tables of the 

state of each lot were compiled for five dates; 1955,- 1960, 
? ~ , . 

1965, 1970 and 1977 in order ~ study this phenomeno~. From 

these, transition matrices for each time period e.g. 1955 to 
, 

1960 were compiled which could be used to predic~ the proba-

, bility of, transitions .from state to state The probabilities j 

of lots remaining in the same state are shown. in Table 15. 

The probability of a lot remaining in the same state 

for all periods between 1955 and 1977 t"ended' to decrease as 
~ 

the number'o~ parcels.per lot increased, until a certain' 

number of parcels per lot was reacbed.. Only th?se parc~l 

classes with more than five. s.ample lots were studied, which 
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in this analysis. were those lots with seven or fewer parcels 

per lot. 

The seven states could be divided into three groups 

of low, m~diuro or h~gh stability. The average probability 

of state stability 'for the entire 22~year period was used 

~ for this classification. In general, those lots with the 

greatest number of parcels were t~e most stable, those with 

one or two p~rcels per lot had ~ium stabilities and those 

wj.th three to five parcels per lot '"er,e the least stabte. 

This supports the theory that once lot fragmantation has been 

initiat~d, without controls'on' lanQ sales, it will continue 

to a certain ~oint, which this analys~s suggests to be six 
t . 

or seven parcels. 

Through time, °twp trends were evident. For lots 

" . 
with one to tl:lree PSircels, the probab,ility of'remaining in 

the same state decreased th~ough time (Table 15). In contrast, 

the lots with five or six parcels had a greater probability 

of remaining in the same shtte in the later periods. The' lots <~.------
with seven parcels' were equally stable' in·all ti~e-psriods. 

These analyses through time and for varYing num-

bers of parcels ,per lot indi¢ated that today, the least . 
stable lots are those with thre~ of four pa'rlels and 

." 

the 

are those with fiV~-~~ seven 

,. 
most stable parcels. 

, d 

The state stabflity Of lots also varied among the four 

former townships. ChinguacollSY had the least stable lots witb 
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~,ble 15: 

\ 
\ , 

peri~d , 

1955-1~ 
1960-196 \ 

,-' \ 

1,96S-1970 

1970-1977 

erlOd 

1955-1g60 

196~-1965 

1965-1970 

1970-1971 

\ 

Probability 

1 - 1 

.86 

.85 

\l( 
• 7 

I 
'\ 

" 

.6 - 6 

. 

.76 

.83 

J 

... 
of State 

2 - 2 

.78' 

.74 

.61 

.56 

7, - 7 

1.00 

1.00 

\ 

'" 

Stability 

3 - 3 

.73 

.54 

.71 
4 

.62 

8 - 8 

1.00 

, .33 

\ 
'\ 
J 
" . " 

N = 179 
\. 

" 

4 - 4 

1.00 

.71 

.54 

.68 

9 - 9 

1.00 

.33 

\ 
, 

t • 

5 - ~ 

.25 

.75 
\'> 

.91 

r 
9+ - 9+ 

- '" 

1.00 

1.00 

... 1.00 
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? 
an average state stability of 0.67 and Caledon East's were 

the most stabl~ with a transition probability of 0.71. 

Through time, average state stability for all states decreased , 
from" a probability of .0.81 in the 1955 to 1960 period to a . ~ 

transi~ion probability of 0.61 in the 1970 to 1977 period 

(Table 16). Chinguacousy, the most stable area at" the be

ginning of the study period, became the least stable area by ( 
t I 

1965. Stability also decreased as the number of parcels per 
~~ ~ 

lot increased. ;;ai~Jf~in;UaC~sy had some of t~e lowest ~ 
stabilities for one and two-parce~ts.~ ) 

Despite these variations in lot stability, through-. 
, 

out the study period, the largest transition probabilities 
I 

were those representing the probability of a lot remaining .. 
in th~ ~ame state. In all transi~ion matr~c~s,. the largest 

'frequencies were" found along the diagonals indicatit:tq no 

state change. In the majority of c?se~, the se~ond h1qhest 

probabil~ties were a transition _to the next parcel class, 
, , 

indicating the creation.of only one new parcel on the lot 

in the five-year period. For all time periods and all 
, i 

initial states, the average probability of a lot ~emaining 

. in the same ~ or mOvi'ng to' the next; one was 91\. This 

suggests once again a process of gradual ~ot fragmentatio~ 

rather than an,abrupt transition from one to many parcels 

per lot.- 'J'his tendency for no or onlY:SI'lall state changes 

has been stronger since 1965 than in the 1955 to 1965 period. 
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Table 16: Iransi tion~ ~abili ti:S 

../ 
A.: state st~bility - states 1 to 3, varying time periods 

1955-1960 19GO-1965 1965-1970 1970-1971 
( 

Ching. • 88 Cal • w. .78 A.lbion .69 Cal. E. ,.67 

A.lbion • 88 . Cal • E. .78 Cal.. E. ..67 Cal. w. .64 

Cal. w. .75 Ching. '.76 Cal. ~'l. .64 ~1bion .56 

Cal. E. .74 Albion .66 Ching. .47 
, 

Ching. .55 

- - ~ 

)f = .81 x = .75 x lit .62 x = .61 

B state stlability entire study period, varyinq states 

1 ,- I 2 - 2 3 - 3 
\ 

Cal. E. .84 Cal. E'. .81 Albion .77 

c.al. W. • 83 Cal • W. .• 6S Ching. .65 

."... . Al,.bion .71 Ching. .64 Cal. F • .63 

Ching. .71 Albion .62 Cal. w. .61 
, 

x =' .77 x == .68 x = ,.67 

flo 
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\~is perhaps indicates the import~ncec of severance controls 

. on the land fragmentation process. ~ 

iv. Size Class Distribution of Sample Parcels 
, . 

The previ~us section described the changes in the 

number of individually-owned parcels. An analysis of the 

size of the parcels provided add4tienal information on the 

pattern of land ownership in th Town of Ca1edon in-1977. 

Trends in severance activity and the effects of 

severance controls on land sales were evident in the parcel 

size distribution of the sample lots for the Town as a 

whole and for the individual former townships (Table 17). 

95 

'--- ~ As expected. the largest percentage of the total number r ~ 
~/ 

of parcels. 42.3%, was in the smallest size class, repre-

senting land ho1ding~ of 10 acres or less •. Relatively 
) 

larger percentages in classes 2, 3, 5 and 10 reflected the 

lO-~re severance restriction, the 25-acre severance 

restriction3 , lots with two so-ac;~' parceis originally and 

relatively intact lOO-acre lots, respectively. 

As so many parcels were 20 acres or l~,s in size, 

th~ first two classes were broken down further (Table 18). 

Once aqain, larger frequencies in the 10 acre size class 

reflect the 10-acre severance restriction. 

3J . Punter, OPe cit., p. 161. 

• 
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'. 'Pal!te 17: Parcel Size Distributions - Percentaae of Townshie 

size class 
(acres) 

0 - 101 

10 1 -• • 201 

20.1 30 2 

30.1 - 40 

40.1 - 50 3 

50.1 - 60 

60.1 - 70 

70.1 80 

80.1 - 90 

r~90 .1 - 10~4 

100.1 + 

Totals 

Albion Chinq. Cal. E. 
n-62 n-33 n-40 

49.2 49.0 30.0 

18.1 1.0 15.4 

7.1 10.4 5.5 

°2.9 3.1 5.5 

5.8 5.2 5.5 

1.7 3.1 5.5 
• 

0.8 0.0 0.0 -
1.3 0.0 4 ;4 

0.8 2.1 5.5 

8.8 24.0 15.4 

3.4 . 2.1 7.7 

1 10-acre severance restriction 

2 25-acre severance restriction 

Cal. w. 
n-44 

32.5 

11.4 

11.4 

2.6 

12.3 

3.5 

0.0 

, 1.8 

0.9 

14.0 

'9.6 

3'lots with two 50-acre parcels originally 

4torigina1 100-acre lots 
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Table 18: Parcel Size Distribution - Percentaae of Township 

size class 
(acres) 

0 - 2 

2.1 - 4 

4.1 - 6 

6.1 - 8 

8.1 - 101 

10.1 - 12 

12.1 - 14 

14.1 - 16 

16.1 - 18 

18.1 - ~O 

Albion 
n=62 

26.1 

8.4 

3.4 

1,.7 

9.7 

8.8 

2.1 

0.4 

4.2 

2.5 

Total \ 

Ching. 
n-33-

43.8 

1.0 

1.0 

0.0 

13.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.0 

Cal" E. 
n-40 

12.1 

9.9 

2.2 

2.2 

3.3 

4.4 

6.6 

1.1 

0.0 

3.3 

t 

1 '10-aere severance restr1ction 

Cal. w. 
n-44 

8.8 

9.6 

4.4 

3.5 

6.1 

2.6 

4.4 

0.0 

1.8 

2.6 



• 

General land-use descriptions were listed in the . 

assessment for each parcel. ~esidential parcels compos~d 

73.1% of th~ holdin~s 20 acres or smaller in size: 64~4% 

9-8 

were non-farm residences (RU) while 8.7% were ~ma11 farm~" 
,I 

(FRU) • 
". 

As in the pattern of lot fra~entation, there were 

spatial variations among the former townships with reqard 

to the parcel size distribution of their sa~p1e lots. 

Albion and Chinguacousy had respectively 49.2% and 49.0% 

of ~heir sample parcels in the 10 acres or less cla~, 

while Caledon East and Ca1edon"t-1est had only 30.0% and 

32.5%. Albion also had a relatively large percentage of 

parcels in the 10.1 to 20 acre and the 20.1 to 30 acre 

classes. These were probably land sales affected by the 

severance restrictions ~entioned earlier. Chinguacousy, 

however, had very few parcels in any other class except 

• the 90.1 to 100 acre class. Of the 49 small parcels 

(smaller than 20 acres), 42 or 86% were two acres or 

smaller in size. These fiqures show, th~t in this area of 

the Town, the past patte~n of land sales involved the 
-, 

s~verance of only one or two small parcels fro~ 100-acre 

holdin~s. Residences were found on 81.3% of these small 

parcels compared to on!v 63.1% in Albion. This indicates . . . - . . that, at least, there are not as wany small, 1d1e parcels 

on the good agricultural'loils of Chinguacousy as~there 

---
• 
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are on the poorer soils of Al~ion. OVerall. the larqe 

number and proportion of small parcels in both these town-
;: 

ships again indicate a more active land market in those 
~ 

~areas of ~he Town nea+est to Toronto. 

The townships of Caledon East and Caledon West 

had a relatively minor role in the provision of resiBential 

parce~. Their parcel size distributions were more uniform 

with only about one third of their parcels in the 10 acres 

or smaller class. Only 12.lt and 8.8% respectively af 

their sample parcels were t,~ acres or s~aller in sire. In 

both areas 78% of the small parcels had a residential 

structure .. ' 

. 
, P' 

# 

v. First Order Markov Chain Analysis 

The analysis\o\ transi,tion probabilities showed 

that the number of parcels per lot in th~ Town,of Caledon 
. c 

had a marked tendency to remain stable or to incre~~e b~· 

only one parcel in each five-year period. Some rudimentary 

analysis was ungertaken to determine what'processes govern .. , 

.the transitions from state to state w~e~ t~ey do occur. 

A first order Markov chain analysis was chosen as its pre

dict1ve ability. if this process was found to exist, ~ould 
, 

be useful'in describing future land fragmentation patterns 

in the Town if development was allowed to continue under 

the present system of planning con~rols. 
-' .0.. 
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C; First order Markov chain theory4 states that the 

state of a variable under study at ti~e t + ~ is solely 

dependent on the state at time t. For example, in this 
, 

st,udy, the ~umber of parce~s contained by a lot in 1960 

would depend entirely on the number of parcels in that 

lot in 1955. 

Initially, the data s~ of 179 lots was tested 

to de~ermine whether the number of parcels at a certain 

time was statistically independent of the number qf 

parcels per lot in the,previous time period. If,this 

independence was proven. no further analysis on pro-
• 

cesses controlling state transitiQna would be necessary_ 

100 

Under the hYPO~he~is o~ independence, the pro .... ',. 

portion of sample lots ~ch would make the transition from 

state i to'state j between the time t and t + 1 would be . .. 
equal to the produbt of the pr~portions of the total sample 

in each respective state at time t and t + 1. This propor

tion was then multiplied by the total number of sample lots 

to determine the actual number of lots which would make" 

this transition given the concept of independence. In this 

m~nner~ expected values ~ere\generated for four transition 

tables representing the periods 1955 to.1960. 1960 to 1965. 

1965 to 1970 and 1970 to 1977. One criterion which was 

.. 
4R•A• Howard, Dynamic Probabilistic Systems: 

~arkov Models" (New York: John wiley and Son~, 1971), chap. 1. 

1... 
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established was that lots c.ould only rema/~ in the same 

state or move into a higher state. Lot consol1dation was 

not permitted (moving to a lower state) as allowinq this 

type of transition would greatly distort the transition 

probabilities causing the expected ~alues to differ very 

~eatly from the observed data. 

101 

The matrices of expected values were then compared 

to the matrices of the observed values for. each of the 

four periods and chi-squared tests were performed. All 

chi-squared value,s exceeded the critical value and so 

the null hypothesis, that state ~ansitions were independent, 

was rejected and'furt~er analysis ~o determine the processes 

governing transitions was undertaken. 

In first order Markov chain analysis, the probabil

ities of state transition between time t and t + 1 are used 
" .. 

to determine the probabilities of state transition between 

time t + land t + 2 and therefore the t + 2 distribution. 

The t to t + 1 matrix is squared, to produce the t + 1 to 

t + 2 matrix and the ,resulting probabilieies are converted, 

in this case, to the number of lots which would make eacn 

particula"r transi tion • . 

Only four ~tates were used in this analysis, the one 

to four parcel states, in order to elimina~e non-accessible 

states. If some state in the initial distribution had a 
. 

zero probability of 9ging entered# this would prevent entry 
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" 

into that state at any time in the future. 

Preliminary analysis of lot fragmentation trends 

indicated that the transition from few to many.parce1s per 

lot was not ,governed by a first order Markov chain process. 

The number of parcels per lot at one time period did not 

seem to determine the number of parce1~ which existed by 

the next period. Table 19 shows-that the-1955 to 1960 

transitions were not good indicators of parcel state distri~ 

butions in 1965. A chi-squared qoodness of fit test was 

used to, compare observed and expected values. The chi-squa~ed 

value fell below the critical value and the null hypothesis 

that these probabilities were not governed·by a Markov 

process had to be accepted. rhe expect~d probabilities 

under-estimated the number of lots which remained in the one-

parcel state and over-estimated' those which would move to a 

high~r parcel class. 

The data was aqain tested using the 1960 to '1965 

probability distribution as a st~rting point. The matrix 

derived was a qood predictor of the distributiop in 1970 

but it could not be exte'nded accurately to produce the 

1977 distribution. The 1965 to l~istribution, when used 

as a starting point, under-esti~ated the stability of ~ne

parcel l~ts and over7estimated the probability of transition 

of the other states, as the 1955 to 1960.distribution had 

done. 

o 
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1960 1965 1960 1965 

1 2 3 4+ 1 2 3 4+ 
1 84 12.5 5 12.5 1 97 12 2 3 

2 3 23 3 9 2 0 28 5 5 

3 0 0 7 6 3 0 1 7 5 
... 

4+ 0 0 I 0 14 4+ 0 0 0 14 

" 18.42 

critical value at the 95% confidence level and 9 degrees 
of freedom = 16.92 

• 
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From this brief analysis, one could conclude that 

the transition of lots from one parcel class to another is 

not governed by first order ~arkov chain processes. However, 

the~ of independence had shown that ,the transitions . 
were not independent. One p6ss~bility ~s that the transi- ~ 

tion p~obabilities ar~ the results of a higher order Markov. 
. . 

chain sequence and that "waiting periodsn~ before a change 
, , 

in state occura. are a major controlling factor. '~he first 

order M~rkov chain analys~s did tend to under-estimate the 

stability of one-parcel lots. If this process had been 

~prov~ exist in the fracnnentation of lots i,n the Town of 

Caledon, some pred~ctions could have been made ~oncerning 
~ 

~uture trends in the Town. 

There are .several reasons why a first-order Markov 
, " '\,....:> 

process using the number of parcels per lot as th~ transi-. \ 
tory variable. has proven ~ifficult to apply to thi~ lot. 

, fragmentation'· analysis.' First of all, . the tendency to 

fragment was not constant through time. In tqe latter part ~. 

of the time period, there was.a greater demand for rural 

land for residential development. Also. the owner'of a 
.,. 

lOO-acre parcel has several options available if he decides 

to sell same property. Options include severing one lot. 

se~ering several l~ts or selling one or mpre larger sections. 

The actual number of parcels created d~nds on the circum

·stance that the ~riginal owner!s) haS((h~Ve) decided to sell. 

o. 
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• 
rather than on the number ofJowners present. The number 

of sales which the owner decide~ to make reflects his 

financial situation, the use.to which the land has~been 

put, the availability of buyers and current controls on 

land sales, amonq other influences. The same .is true of 
. 

the fragmentation of 100-acre land" ~eas which have more 
• 

105 

than one landowner. The responsibility for further pa~cel 
w . 

creation often rests with the major land holder and his 

decisions. As more parcels exist in a lOO-acre area. the 

probability of further fragmentation will decrease rather 

than irtcrease due to the, fac~ that the ~ajor land holder has 
II 

received suf~icient financial returns from p~st sales and 

no longe~ needs to impro~e his financial position in this 

m~nner, ~ut this will vary among owners. Creation of any 
. 

more new parc~ls could ."interf-ere with the major land 
r::. 

holder's reasons for owning the land, such as farming. Also, 
Q 

• 
owners qf small severed parcels would be unlikely to fragment 

their holdings. 

Future attempts ~o understand pro~sses gove~ning 

land fragmentation trends should ooncentrate on identifying . --
similar "types" of sellers ,with similar decision processes 

) . ~'-,--'----~ 
rather than, actual numbers ot sellers. ---- "--." 
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vi. Regression Analysis of Land-Use Variables Related to 

Variations in the,Number'of Parcels per Lot in 1977. 

A stepwise multiple regression analysis was per-

106 

I 

~ formed using the number of parcels per 100-acre lot as the 
. , . 

dependent variabl~. The independent variables measured 

certain locat~onal, physical and land-use characteristics 

of the lots b~lieved to be linearli~elated to variations 
• 

of th~ dependent var~able. These variables ~re listed in 

Table 20 with' each expected relationship to the dependent 

vari{lble. Nominal variables were represented in the analy-
, I 

sis by dummy variables. These are explained in Table 21. 

The ARDA agricultural capability' variable was transform~d 

into an interVal scale with t~e use of Noble's indexS . 

Three separate regresslons were performed for each 

of the three types of vari~b1es. The seven variables 

contributing the greatest amount to the increase in their 

re~pective r2 values were used in a final regression -
analysis. 

0( 
The interval variables ,all exhibited the ex-

pected relationships to the dependent variable. The dummy 

variables used indicated that a larger number of parcels. 

per lot would be associated with the presence of a stream 

and a smaller number of parcels would be associated -' with gravel roads ~nd shrub woodland vegetation coveri~g 

. over 75% of· the, lot. 

\ 
~H.F. Noble. An Economic 'C1assifioation of Farms in 

Eastern Ontari,o, (Toronto: Department of Agriculture, 1971). ~ 

--=....=;--
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Table 20: Indeeendent Variables Used in the Analysis of 
Variations of the Number of Parcels per Lot 

variable description 

1) physical characteristics 

TOPO change in elevation 
within the 10O-acre lot 

WOOD" p1="esence of a woodlot 

DRAIN presence-of a stream 
or lake 

AGRIC soil capability for "l .... 

agriculture 

REC land capabil.ity for 
recreation 

2) locational characte~istics 

ROADTY 

NOROAD 

DCOMM~ 

DMETRO 

type of road-surface 
on concession road 

<:> ' 
~ 

number of roads 
borde~ing the lot 

straight-line distance 
to near~st low order 
goods commercial 
settlement 

straight-line d~stance 
to downto~ Toronto 

3) land-use characteristics 

LANUS intensity of aqricul
tural' land--use 

(continued on/page 108) 

... 

type of 
data 

interval 

" nominal 

nominal 

int.erval 

ordinal 

nominal 

interYal 

interval 

in«:erval 

nominal 

relation,_:_ 
to Y 

positive 

r -

nec;rative 

positive 

positi.ve 

neqative-> • __ 

'-:.,:...,\ 

negative 

,. 
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Table 20: continued 

~ 

relat'ion variable description type of 
data to Y 

TRANS nUmber of land transac- interval positive 
tions since 1955 
excluding inheritances 

,NRES number of residences on interval positive 
3 neighbouring lots 

NLANUSA intensity of agricul- nominal 
NLANUSO tural land use on the nominal 
NLANUSB lots above, opposite nominal 

• and below (-3 variables) 

PRLANUS intensity of agricul- nominal 
tural land use in 1969 

J 

Table 21: Dummy Variables 

DRAIN 1 .-" no water bodies LANUS 1 - intensive 
2 .- stream N=~A agriculture 
3 -" lake' N SO 2 - non-i"nten-

NLANUSB sive agric. 
WOOD 1 - no woodlot PRLANUS 3 - idle land 

2 - woodlot 4 - scrubland 
5 --woodland 

ROADTY 1 gravel 6 recreation 
2 - sealed l' - urban 
,3 - regional road "'" 
4 - provincial 

highway 



Th~ linear equation 'produced by this analysis was 

Y' - 3.32 + .33 (TRANS) - .05 fOMETRO) + .04 (NRES) 

+ .25 (DRAIN 2) - .40 (RO~DTY 1) - .27 (LANUS () 

The summary table is presented in Table 22. 

~ The,variable represeeting the number of land 

transactions between 1955 and 1977 alone explained 55% 
f 
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of the variation in the dependent variable. The stepwise / 

addition of the remaining,variables raised the final 

explanation to 64% with the variable m'eas~rin9'~raiqh~-

line distance to Torollto (DME*O) contribut(n9 the se~Cl~l"~' __ '_', 

largest amount to the overall explanatiod. ~erefore, ~ . ----with a greater number of parcels would tend to have'~ad a 

large number of land 
. \ 

transactions in the,past and WO~d 

be located nearer to Toronto. / ,I ... 

The use of the tran~actions variable m~ 

questio~ed. Lots with a large number of parcels would 

need to have had an .equal,number of transactions in the 

past, but a large number of transactions does not necessar-
~ ~ 

ily requite the existence of a l~rge number ~f pa~gels. 

These transactions could have involved the transfer of 

large, intact blocks o~ land. Invariably, the number of 

transactions on lots with a large'number parcels greatly 

" 'exceeded the number of parcels while lots with only a few 

" parcels ~ad, usually, only the ,number of transfers needed 

to create the parcels. ~herefore, the strong relationship 

• 

\ , 
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. 
Table 22: Summary Table of ~earession Coefficients .- '. . 

r2 change r2 variable ,/ B r r mu1t. r F sign. 
) 

TRANS .33 .74 ~74 .55 .552 52.9 Q.O 

DMET~O -.05 -.37 .79 .63 .074 35.1 0.0 
• 

NRES .04 ... 21 .79 .63 .004 23.2 0.0 

NOROAO .29 .20 .80 .63 .004 17.3 0.0 

DRAIN- 2 .25 .. 23 .~: .64 
. D 

.003 13.7 0.0 

ROADTY 1 -.40 -.30 .80 .64 ~002 11.2 0.0 

LANUS 4 -.27 -.22 .80 .64 .001 9.4 0.0 • • 

... 

/ , 

t 

-
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between parcels and transactions really indicated that 
) 

-those lots had been very active in the land market, more 

so than was necessary to simply c~ate the 'parcels. 

vii. Swmnary 

The fragmentation of 10e-acre lots into a number 

of individually-owned parcels during the study period was 

examined in order to study changes in land ownership 

patterns. L.ittle change in the land holding pattern occurred 

between 1877 and 1955 but noticeable changes in the propor-

tio'n of one-parcel lots and lots with more than two parcels 

The largest increase in the number of lots with 

more than two parcels occarred after 1965. De6reases in 

the proportion of one-parcel lots slowed after 1970, perhaps .. 
suggesting the existence of a ba~pulation not interested 

in fragmenting their holdings at the present.ti~e. In" the. 

latest period. 1970 to 1977, the fo~er township of 

Chinguacou~y had the most intense fragmentation activity. 

In 1955, the majority of the sample lots i~ all 

former townships were in the one-parcel class, but by 1977, 
~ 

f· the distributions in Albion and Chinguacousy were approach-

ing normal distributions, with modes in the five-parc~l 

and three-parcel class re~pectively. 

The highest transition probability for all ti~e ,.. 
periods was for a lot to remain in the same state, but 

I 
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these probabilities decreased ~hrough time. The second 

highest probabilities were for lots to incr~se their. parcel 

class by only one parcel, indicating processes of gradual, • 

rather than abrupt, fraqmentation. 

Lots with the greatest nurnbe~ Of parcels, six or 

~n, were the most, stable, fQllowed by one or ~~o-parcel 

lotS\ Through time, the stability of one to four-parcel. 

lots ended to decrease while the stability or five and 

six-pa~ts tended to increase. Therefore, today, 

.. 

those lots which are the least stable are those with three 

or four parcels. Since 1965, of all. the former townships, 
~ 

Chinguacousy had the lowest state stabilities. especially 

for lots with two or three parcels. ' 

The largest percentaqe of all sample parcels was 

in the 10 acres or less size class and a majority of these 

were less than two acres in size. .Albion and especially 

Chinguacousy, had larqe proportions o£ these very small 

parcels. ~elative1y larger frequencies in the distribution 

marked'the effects of minimum lot size severance restrictions. 
• r 

The proportion of parcels 20 acres or less i~ size 

with residentiql structures varied among.the townships from 

81.3% in ~hi~guacousy to 63.1% in,Albion. The rapid lot -

fragmentation founa_to exist in ching~acousy, and this 

relatively high ~ncidence of 

parcels p would indicate that 

residential .structuxes on small 

newlY7ereat~d ~~rcels ~~g 
~ 

J 
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put to residenti~l uses immediately, rather than beinqv 

left idle as the case appears to be in Albion. 
( 

.".1l first order '-'arkov chain analysis did not ade-

qqately predict parcel class distributions. The 1960 to 

1965 transition probabilities produced a distribution 

similar to the actual 1970 distribution, "but could not be 

extended to aocurately predict the 1977 distribution. The 

predicted distributions tentled to· under-estimate the 

probabilrty of a lot re~aining stable. nne reason for the 

failur~ of this technique in predictinq land fra~entation . ' . 
\ , ' 

trend~ ~as pe~haps the fact that the tendency for a lot to 

fragme~t was no~ constant. but increasing, throuah the latter 

half of the study period, especially for lots with more than 

two parcels. Also, the nuJber of-newly-crea~ed lots was not 
,..., 

dependent on the number of parcels in the fo~er t4~e period. 

ion processes of't~e individual Ian? owners. 

multiple regression analysiS showed that the 

of transactions of land and the distance to downtown 

Toronto explained the la~gest amounts of variation i.n the 

per lot. Lot~ with a larqe number of 

oae land owners, past and present, 

land market and were loeated within 

a convenient commuting to Toronto. 

In conclusion, picture that these 

various analY~S 
'\ 

ovide~ of land u~ in the Town of 



Caledon. ~as that the 1artd is rapidly beinq divided into 

sma~l parcels which serve as residential sites. The in-

114 

creased fragmentation since 1965~ the larqe number of very 

small parcels. the active land market and the location of 

lots with a large number of parcels near to Toronto indi

cated that land fra~entation in the Town has been geared 
3-

towards the provision of residential sites for commuters. 

\ 
\ 

" 
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CHAPTER VIII 

ANALYSIS OF RURAL RESIDENCE CONSTRUCTION TBENDS 

Fragmentation of lOO-acre lots usually brings about 

a decline in agricultural activity as many parcels of land 

remain idle after sub-division. However, actual urban 

penetration into a rural area is not accomplished until 

newly-created parcels become the sites for exurban resi-

dences. An ana~ysis of the change in the number of resi

dences per ~OO-acre lot w?s undertaken in order to determine 

whether the new parcels created in the Town of Caledon were 

being used for residential purposes, or, by remaining 

vacant. represent at this time more of an investment inter-

est for their owners. 

The" data used for this analysis were obtained from 

provincial and federal aeri~l photography as wel~ as field 

surveys. Coverage was available for 1955, 1964 and 1976. 

No attempts were made to distingUish farm and non-farm 

housing~ The difference in length of the two time period~ 

defined by these three dates d~d prevent a comparison of 

t~ends between time periods such" as was possible with the 
, 0 

lot fra~!ltation data,_ 

In 1955, by.far the "largest proportion of sample 

lots had"only.o~e parcel and one residence (Tables 13 and 

115 
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23). Of the 184 sample lots used in the residence analysis, 

72.28% had one residence and 22.28% were vacant. By 1977. 

the proportion of one-residence lots had decreased to 34.24% 

while the proportion of vacant lots decreased to 13.50%. 

Two and three residence lots increased their proportions 

most noticeably but the final distribu~ion (Figure 14) 

remained skewed to the left. The proportion of lots in each 

residence class had clearly been changing through time as . 
the number of'parcels per lot increased. One obvious ques-

, . 

tion is whether residence construction haq proceeded at the 

same rate as parcel creation or whether there was a notice-
~ . 

able difference in the rate of these two activities~ 

A si~ple ratio measure of the number of parcels to.~, 

the number of -residences was used to study the rate of 
~. it 

residence construction. Between 1955 and 1977, the number 

of parcels increased by 313, or 129% while the number of 

residences increased by only 128, or 89%.' This slower rate 

of residence construc~ion produced increasing parcel to 
" 

residence ratios for the three dates~ 1955 - 1.68, 1964 -

1.87 and 1977 - 2.04. 

/? The analysis of state stabi~ities and transition 

probabilities concentrated on comparisons among frequency 

classes within eacn time period, r~ther ~an between time 

.. periods (Table 24). Between 1955 and 1964, one-resi4ence 

lots' had the qreatest probability of remaining in the same 
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Table 23: Freguency Distribution of Number of Residences 
• pe:; LQt 

no. of residences % 1955 % 1964 % 1977 . 

0 22.28 19.57 13.59 

1 72.28 63.04 34.24 
, .... 

2 5.44 10.87 '21.20 

3 ,4.35 16.30 

4 1.63 6.53 

,5 0.54 2.72 
{) 

6 2.72 

7 0.54 

8 .1.0.54 

9 0.54 

10 0.54 

~ore than 1,0. 0 .... 54 

, 
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Table 24: Transition Probabi~ities 

fa 

no. -of 
r~sidences no . of residences 1964 
1955 

" 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 19+ 

0 .78 .15 .02 .05 .00 .00 .00 .0 .00 .00 

1 .03 .83 • 10 .. 03 .005 .005 .00 .0 .00 
. 
.00 

2 .00 ;00 .60 .20 .20 .00 .00 .00 .00 
"-

3 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

no. of 
residences no. of residences 1977 
1964 

\ 
0 1 2 3 4 ;5 6 7 8 9+ 

(, 0 .56 .17 .1-4 .06 .07 .00 .00 .00 .00 .{)O --
1 .04 .48 .22 .11 .03 .~OO .10 .05 .05 .19 

"--
2. .00 .05 .45 .20 .10 .05 .10 .00 .00 ': OS 

\ 

3 .00- .• 00 .00 .50 .13 ~37 .00 .00 .00 .00 

4 .00 .00 .00' .00 ·.66 .33 .00 .00 .00 .00 

5_ .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 1.0{) .00 .00 .00 .00 

6 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

,,' 
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state. follo~ed by vacant and then t~o-residence lots. 

These one-residence lots had the lowest probabili~of 

increasing their number of residences while those lots 

with two residences in 1955 had the greatest probability 
.'" 

of increasing to three residences by 1964. Two-residence 

lots also had the greatest probability of adding two more 

residences. 

In the second. time period, 1964 to 1977, only those 

lots with three or fewer residences were S~d as the other 

residence states each had fe\'rer than five lots which tended 

to exaggerate transition probabilities.~ Lots with two res

idences were the least stable in this period and vacant lots . 

were the,most stable. 

A contradiction appears to have occurred in the an~

lysis as,'on the one hand, the proportion'of vacant lots 

declined~ while, on the other hand, these lots are described 

as being the most stable between 1964 and 1977. However, 

this latter description is only a relative measu~er indi-
. 

eating that the pne, t.wo and three-residence lots ,~ere 

even les~ stable. 

Perhaps ,a similar situation to the lot fragmenta-

tiqn trends :exists. The proportion of·total lots which 

were elass~fied as vacant decreased by only 8.68% because 
/' ' 

the~r owners ~epresent a group which is not interested in 

convert~nq their land. to res·idential uses., In 1977, 48% 
y 

o 



" 

' .. 

I ..... 

121 

"'i 

of these vacant lots contained pnly one parcel and 32% had 

two parcels. Therefore, the open space character of the 

25 ~acant lots was largely controlle? by 28 land owne~s. 

i. Spatial Variation in Reside~~~struction Trends 

An analysis,of the spatial variation in residence 

consb~uction trends was undertaken using data for the 
'/ 0 

former townships. Table 25 contains the ratio of parcels 

to residences for each township at the three study dates. 

All but Chinguacousy had the highest ratio in 1964. This 

indicates that by 1977, residences had been erected as 

parcels were created in addition to those erected on some 

formerly vacan~ parcels. Chinquacousy's rate of parcel 

creation, as explained an Ch~pter VII, continued to in-

crea$e throughout the study period. 

The total numbers of new parcels created,. and 

residences consfi'kted, between 1955 and 1977 are shown in 

Table 26. From these figures, yea~ly av~r~ges of parcel 

creation and residence construction could-be computed, 

which s~ow ~e univers~l trend of greater parcel creation 

and residence construction in the latter part of the study 

period. Also noticeable are the higher frequencies of 
¥_-"'---

these two,activities i~ Albion, the former township nearest - . 
to Toronto. Albion also ~ad the greatest potential for 

future residence construction, as.48 of its n~ .. ~~ .. 
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Table 25: Ratio of Parcels ,to ~esidences c 

1955 1964 1977 
; ; 

Albion 1.65 2.12 1.46 

Ching. 1.60 1.53 1.56 

Cal. E. , -~ 1.67 1.79 1.39 
" /' 

Cal. to7. 1.80 ,1.83 1.60 

" Table 26: Increases in the Number Qf Parcels 

total ~o. 
)""f9sS'-1964 

1964-1977 

average no. 
per, year 
l~5S-1964-

1964-1977 

Albion 

172 

54 

118 
(68.8%) 

6.0 

9.8 

Chinq. , 

55 

12 

43 
(78.2%) 

1.3 

3.6 

Cal. E. 

37 

12 

()IO 25 
(67.6%) 

1.3 

2.1 
,-, 

Increases in the Number of Residences 

total no. 124 37 33 

1955-1964 14 10 -10, .. 

1964-1977 110 27 23 

(88.,7%) (75.0t) (69.7%) 

• . avera'q'e no. 
-per ,year 
1955-1964 1.6 1.1 1.1 

: 

1964-1977 9.2 2~3 . 1.9 
. 
~ 

": 

i.. 

Cal. l'T. 

49 

23 

26 
(53.1%) 

2.6 

2.2' 

. 35 

12 

23 

(6~.7%) 

1'.3 

,1.,9 

i22 

-~"' 
~ 

f1 

~ 
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remained vacant, while Chinguacousy, Caledon East and 

Caledon ~est had only 19, 4 and 14 new vacant lots respec-

tively. 

The transition probabilities for the individual 

townships are summarized in Table.27 for those states 

which had five or mor~,lots~t the initial date. State 

stabilities vari~d spatially and temporally. In the 

first time p'eriod, vacarit lots were more stable in Albion 

and Chinguaeousy, while one-residence lots were more 

East and Caledon West. By the second time 

riod"the stabilities for all states had dropped consid- ~ 

ably, especially in Albion. Both vacant and one-residence 

lots were more stable in Caledon East and Caledon West. As 

a consequence of these. lower, stabilities, the average tran-
,.; 

-
sition probabilities had increased in the second ti~e period. 

Albion again had the h~ghest transition pr~babilities in' 

this period. 

ii. Changing Structure of the 'Rural Population 

As the growth in the numb7r of non-farm rural 

residences a£fects the size of the rural population, changes 

in,.th~s population group between 1956 and '1971 were exa~ined 

using census data from these two years, Three populatio~ 

classes were defined - farm, residen~s of small unincorpor

ated bamlets, a~d -"others". .The Pother" class represented . 
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Tab1e"'27: Transition probabilities - Townships 

1955 - 1964 Albion 'Ching. Cal. E. Cal. w. 

state ~ 

change 

0-0 .90 .86 ,73. .69 ... 
1-1 .81 .80 .85 .85 c ---

"-

0-1 .14 .18 .23 

1-2 .13 .16 .04 .06 

19~4 - 1977 

state -change 

0-0 .30 .66 .66 .64 

1-1 . .33 .43 .52 .68 

, 
I 

0-1 /' .30 .17 .1'1 .09 

1-2 .23 .24 .32 .10 

zJ .. 
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the low density. non-farm rural residence population. 
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In 1956, for all townships studied in the agricul

tural analysis (Figure 6), the largest proportion of each 

population was in the farm class. The farm residents on 

average represented 58.67% of the total population of each 

township. Unincorporated settlements reoresented an 

average of 21.28% and the "other" cate~ry, 22.13%. By 
~- I 

1971. the proportions averaged 25.77%, 24.77% and 49.46% 
S 

respectively .. 

These figures indicate that the rother" category 

experienced the largest proportionate growth while,unin

corporated settlements only grew slightly at the expense 

of the declining farm population. 

By 1971, those townships with a low proportion 

of farm population and a high proportion in the "other'· 

class were those immediately adjacent to ~etropolitan 

Toronto: Esquesing, Nassagawaya, Albion, Ca1edon. Chingua

cousy. King, Gwil~imbury East, ~~itchurch and Uxbridge. 

The "outer ,. townships had a higher average proportion of 

their population living-on farms: 39.49% versus 18.15% .. 
for the .. inner·' townships. :J 

The tot~l rural ~opulation iri the 16 townships 

increased by 24,838 people between 1956 and 1971. but the 

number of resid~nts in unincorporated settlemen~increased 
-~ only 9,877. The number of residents in the :'other" 

....~ 

I 
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cateclory rnean'!hile increased 'by, 25,561 persons'." From these ----figures.. it is evident that new rural residents, ,have shown 

their preference for non-urban locations, even if the 

potential urban r~sidential areas were,small ~amlets. 

usually with a population of less than 1,000 people and 

low order goods e.g. gas, groceries were immediately 

available in these communities. 

From this brief analysis. one can conclude that 

rural non-farm re~±dences were the new horoes for al~ost 

all the new residents in Zone 2 of the Toronto Centred 

Region between 1956 and 1971 and were not iust part of a 
" 

roore widespread buildinq'trend. 

iii. Summary 

A significant decline. in the proportion of vacant 

" and one~residence lots occurred between 1955 and 1977 in 

r- the Town of C~ledon. The number of parcels incr~ased by 

l29~ while the number of residences increased by only 99% • 
. 

In all areas of the T~wn, the yearly average rates of parcel 

creation and residence construction were higher 'between 
~ 

1964 and 1977 than between 1955 and 1964. Lots with two 

residences were the ~ost likely to increase their resid~nces 
, . "-

throughout the study period. The vacant lots has the:qreat-

" est stat'e stability, but only relati.ve to the even less 
• 

stable one, two and three residence lots • 

{ 

/ 
>" 

.. 



127 

The ratios of parcels ~o residences peaked in 1964 

tor all areas but Chinguacousy whose number of parcels 

continued to increase at a faster rate than residence 

construction. The smaller ratios in 1977 for the other 

areas indicated that residences w~re being construc~ed on 
"1f' . 

parcels which had been vacant for~some time, as well as on 

newly-created parcels. Albion, the former township nearest 

to metropolitan Toronto, had the highest overall rates of 
o U 

parcel creation and residence construction. 

The 'p'roportion ~f the total rural population 
, 

classified" as farm declined significantly between 1956 and 

1971 while the unincorporated settlements increased their 

proportion slightly. The largest proportionate gr~wth was' 

found in the number of non-£arw residents. In 1971, those 

townships with relatively small farm populations and larqe 

non-farm residence populations, were those immedia~ely ad-

jac~nt to metropolitan Toronto. ~solute growth in the 

small unincorporated settlements was small cowpared to the 

growth in the number .of non-farm res~dents •. The~policy 

directing residential qrowth ~n ZORe 2 of the Toronto Centred 
• 

Region ~a settlement areas l appears to be in crntraaiction 

to the trends in residence construction occur~ng during the 

1as~ 22 years. Those who move to rural townships prob~bly 

choose such a ~ome site because they want to live in a rural 

.I' 

lDesia~ for' Development; 'l'he Toronto Centred ~eaion. 
OPe cit. p.3. 

...It 

., . 
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environment. Also, as more and more people move to townships 

lying in the hinterland of larqe urban centres, small settle

ments would quickly lose their distinct~ve character if they 
\ 

were forced to absprb all the new residents. 

( 

. -

) 

• 

I 

o 



.. 
I 

( 
\ 

,CHAPTER IX 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter summarizes the findings of the research 

and discusses the effects of the trends discovered on future 

land-use andcpl~nning policies. 

Of the five minor hypotheses formulated regarding 

trends in agricultural land use, three were substantiated,O 

one was partly substantiateq and one was rejected .. 

1) Farmland loss was not uniform across Zone 2 
townships • . 

\"" 
Farmland loss. was related to urban population 
qrowth but could not be related to variations 
in agricultural land capability or rural 'pop
lation growth. 

3) The percentage decline in the number of fa~s 
since 1956 and the change in averaqe fa~ 
s~ze were the census vari~bles which explained 
the greatest amount of variation in the . 
amounts of farmland loss between 1956 and 1971. 

4) The,scale of th~remaining farm units varied 
among Zone 2 townships. Decreases in the 
number of farms ocorrred in all townspips~'bu~, 
some areas had'gre~ter propo~tionate losses 1n 
the area of farro~n~ ehan ~he number of farms. 
Here, contrary;m national trends,. farms tended 
to remain sma¥1. 

5) There was no marked increase·in the proportion 
of land under.non-intensive a9~iGultural us~s. 
The.proportion of acres devoted to cropland, 
pastureland. and woodlots remained fairly stable. 

The most im~rtant finding was tha~ changes in agri

cultural land uSe have not been uniform across Zone 2 

129 
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townships and therefore a single a~ricultural land-use 

policy is not sUfficient. The land area devoted to aari-. -
culture has decreased in all ~ownships and dec'reases in 

agricultural activity can be inferred i.e. 'output of 

agricultural goods in absolute terms has alsd decreased. 

Ho~ever, 1971,. the remaining agricultura~ land was being 

used in I1luch the same .,way that it was in 1956. A zone 

defined by Sinc1airl 

rn fac4:, the opposite l'Jeems ·to, '" 

have occurred. Farmland which wa,s removed from production 

tended to be non-improved land. 1,. ", '!"'.~ 

The regression analysis also showed that in some 

areas of Zone 2, farm sizes are decreasinq or rewaining 

stible, contrary to national trends. Agri~ultural pro-. 
ductivity~ t~. would not be increasin~ as rapioly as·in 

~ 
other areas of sou~hern ontario since the farm units are 

not sufficiently large to take a full advantage of 'economies 

of scale, mechani~tion and i~roved..;:, technology. 

Major changes in agriculture, aside from the-de

creasing. land bas,e, indi.cateQ changes in structure. The 
. , 

increases in the number of small, part-ti~e hobby farms 

common in urbanizing areas .ar~ ~ampies of this change in. 

structur.~. There is a great need to stud~ the role of 

IR.' Sinclair, 'Ivon Thunen' and Urban Sprawl," l'l1na1s 
of the Association of ~erican Geoaraphers~57 (lg67)-'2~~1_ 
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these types of farms in an urbanizing agricultural area. 

Of ~pecial concern fs whether they are long-term or only 

short-term custodians of aqricultural land. ~~en these 

small farms change hands will they be purchased by oth~r) 

part-time or hobby farmers or will, they b~~ non-fa~ 

residences? ~ 
Q 

The decrease in agricultural land and th~ prevalence 

of many small farms in urbanizing areas indicat~ that, if 

agricultura~ production has not declined in some areas of 

Zone 2, it ha~ failed ~o increase ~t ~e same pace as othe~ 

Canadian.oagrlcultural areas not affected ~y urban qrowth 

pressures. The first sub-hypothesis should therefore be 

accepted. 

Three of the five mino~ hypotheses related to 

recreational land uses were found to be acc~ptable. 

1) There were larqe' differences in the percentages 
of total land area under recreational.use in 
Zone ~, 2 and 3 townships. ~one"2 townships 
had an ave~qe of 6.2% of thei~ land area 
under recreational use while Zone 1 townships 
'had 8.2% and Zone 3 had 2. 5~."' These fiqures 
were affe~ted by extreme values though, for 
example, the 1,~OO·acre Bronte Creek Provincial 
Park in Oakville, a Zone 1 township, Two areas 
Milton and Caledon, had exceptionally hi~ / 
acreages.' >-< 

_2) Hiqhly urbanized, large~pop.ulation areas had' 
deficits of 'recreational land identified by 

. large 'number of people to acres ratios; 

3) Total raw acreages ,in this part of, the Toronto // 
Centred Region app,eared, to be'sufficien~ for ¥ 

the people of southern Ontario. . ~ ~ 
" . ... -

.. 



. 
4) More than a ~hird of the sites had access 

restrictions or financial deterrents which 
limit their use by the general public. , . 

5) Recreational land uses in the Town of Caledon 
were disproportionately located on class 1 ~ 
to 3 agricultural soils, especially those 
run on a commercial 'basis. 

If ~ll the acres compiled in this ~urvey were 

actually available for recreational. use by the general 

publ~c, the To~onto Centred Reqion would be very well

supplied with recreational land. However, many areas 

had access rEstrictions or financial deterrents to use 

and should not be included in a general recreati~n space 
" 

budget. Also. recreational uses appear to be cOMpeting 
~ 
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with agriculture for flat, well-qrained land. The hiqhest 

propor-tion . o'f sites situat.ed on ·land best suited to 

recreation were those held by private or institutional 

groups. 

On the basiS~~) the raw acreages, the second,sub-. 

hypothesis. which stated that the provision of recreational 

space is inadequate~ should be rejected. However, on 

eXamining t~e po~ential use levels ,and the q~alit~ of the > 

recreational land available to the general public, one can 

~onclude that problems in the amount 'and type. of rec~ea-

'tional land s'upplied do exist". The second hypothesis is 
...« 

acceptable. 
~ 

Mpst of the trends in land ownership and l~nd use 
• . '1 

described in the final ten minor hypotheses were found to 



. , 

exist. 

... 

1) The number of individually-owned land parcels 
,increased by ~13 between 1955 and 1977 on the 

. sa~ple iots in t~e Town of,Caledon. 

2) Decreases in the number and percentage of lots 
with one Or two parcels were most marked after 
1965 

3) The tendency for a lot to remain stable with a 
certain number of parcels tended to ~ecrease 
throuqh time. Lots with the largest number·
of parcels, however, were the most stable. 
Least stable were those with three or four 
parcels. 

4) Sample lots in ~.lbi.on and Ching-uf' co~sy; the 
twa for.mer townships nearest to oronto, had 
on average, a larger number of p reels per 
lot., Dec~~ases in'the number and percentage 
of lots with one ,parcel, and inc~eases,in the 
number and'pfi!rcentaqe of lots~with I"ore than 
two parcels, were more pronounced in these 
areas'. 
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5) The two variables ~",hich explained the largest ~$ ~ 
.aroo\Ult of variation in the nUmber ..of parcels 
per lot 'were the number of land tran$actions 
between 1955 and 1977 and the straiaht-1ine ' 
d'istance to downtown Toronto. . 

6) 'Approximately 49% of both Albion's and Chingua
cousy's &ample parce~s were 10 acres or less in 
size compared to '30% and 33% of the parcels in' 
Caledon East and Ca1edon west'resp.ectively. Of 
these,' 26% 0.£ the parcels in Albion and 44% of 
the parcels .in Chinquacousy were two acres or 
less in size. 

7)'The number of residences on all sample lots, in-
creased, by 229 between 1955 and 1977. ./ . 

8} Albion had the highest rates of both paX'cel 
cre~tion an'd residence construction throughout 
the study perio~. .. 

.. 

/ 
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9) ·The ratio of the number of parcels to the 
number of residences decreased through time. 
As the rate of parcel creation did not ~bate, 
this decrease was due to a faster rate of 
residence construction. 

10) The dispersed non-farm rural residential 
population showed the greatest percentage 
increase of the. total rural population 
groups between 1956 and 1971. 

Rural non-farm residence construction and the land 

fragmentatiQIl wh.ich must prec~de it, have been occurring 
. -' ,.' 

throughout the Town of C~ledon duri~g the study period. 

especially in the former township of Albion which is 
'V 

'adjacent to ~etropolitan Toronto. As some lots here have . 
up to six-or seven ·res~dences, these areas are essenti~lly 

no longer rural in character. "Those lots which have already 
.. , . . 

experienc:ed, sol'te fraqrnentation e. g. those with tl1l;'ee or four Q 
,/ 

. I 

parcels, or two residence,s, were found to be those most 

likely to ~ov~to a pigher parcel ,or residence cla~s. One-

parcel showed a decreasing tendency to fraqment. 

Therefore,. co ~rols over land fragmenta~ion should be geared 
.' 

towards those already exhibiting tendencies to increase 

their number of _ reels and/or r~idenc~s. 

If t~ese fragmentation and construction trends are 

allowed to continue, much of the Town would have residential 

,.s~~ip development alo~q the concession roads with aqricul

ture or woodland occupying the back portion of the lot • 

. severance'c~n~ols have c~e9ked the formation of new small 

parcels but ex~sting vacant lo~s may be built bn,·under the 
.. 

. ' 
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the provisions of the Official Plan2 • 

By these trends, the open space character of 'the 

Town has' been affected in some areas and the third sub- ' 

hypothes~s may be accepted. 
, , 

, The research has shown that the major hypothesis~ 

that land-use trends in this part of the Toronto Centred '~S . 
. 

Region have not been in line with the stated pu~lic policy 
~ 

objectives. can be accepted •. If the Government of O~tario 

wishes to have'a land-use pattern in accordance with the 
, , 

agri~ltural/r~crea~iona~/opens space character prop~sed 

in 1970, i't must realize th,at trends in 'land 

free ~arket will not result ,in the realization 

o~ctive~~ 
Th~~land market in the, Town of Caledon i '. . ~-

~ .... - ,., , 

under the 

'these 

geared 

towards the 'maintenance of small, inefficient rarm units 
D • • 

"and'the provision'of small, commuter residential sites .. 

, The Trronto C~nt~ed Req~on p~~ram statement3 claimed. that 

land-'Qse trends sinc'e 1971 have been consistent with provin-
\ 

cial goals, a statement which thi~ research has prov~n to 

be false, e,specially with regard to lot fraqmentation and 

rural residence cons~ruction trends. Plannin~ controls must 

20fffcial Plan 6f the Town of Caledon ~lanning ~rea , 
C?P • cit.. p. 17. 

\. 

30esiqP for Devel~pment~ The Tor9Qto centreQ ~egion' 
Erggrare ~ta·tement, (Torontot Ministry of TreasUiy. Economics 
and Intergovernmental' Affairs, 1976). p.3 • 

. ; 
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f 
be introduced to counteract these trends~ or. the po¥icies "', 

1./ 

themselves ~ust be re-evaluated and re-formulated to reflect 

present trends. If this latter option is followed, the 

policy must be centred around the' role of this area as the 
• 

Toronto Centred Reqion co~utershed. Otherwise. agriculture 

in Zone 2'will be chara~teriz~d by ~mall land holdings which 

only exist despite the cost/price sqQeeze~ due to the fact 

that the majority of the m~ners ~ incomes are aenerated in 
" . . 

other sectors. D~spite hiqh land costs, the qdvernment 

must find the means to provide access to recreational.~and "'. for the growing urban population. Most people ','ould agree 

that the provision of recreational space does\ not lTIean 

space for a ~elect few, but the widest cross-section of the 

population possibl~. 

The prov1sion of re~idential areas should be 

secondary to other uses if present land-use objectives are 

to be realized. Three residences per lot on many lots, as . 
permit~ed by-the Official Plan4 does not guarantee the 

. 
preservation of open ,space except perhaps in wooded areas 

where the residences are we~l-~oncealed. Population growth 
.. 

and residence construction should be directed completely 

towards the existinq settl~ents. or the open space concept 

of Zone 2 should be abandoned. The Toronto Centred Reqion 
'" 

40gficial Plan of the Town' of Caledon'Planning Area. 
op~ "'cit., p.22. 
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report called for population growth to be concentrated in 

the ~xistinq settlements, but interpretation of this aoal. 

as by the Town of Caledon, allows a large ~ount of popu-

"lation growth ~ ~e acc~odated in the rural sections. Th!s 

approach would appear to be more realistic, as in the past, . 
new rural residents have exhibited a decided preference for 

-"true" countryside. However r the creation of rural estate 

residential areas. despite smal! lot restrictions. continues. 
, r 

to allow ~rban penetrat;on into rural areas and ~oreover. 

ens~es that only the wealthy will be able to live in the 

countryside~ The preservation of open space and the accommb

dation of more people in rural areas appear to be ~utually 

exclusive qoals. ~ ." 
Policieu developed to guide and control land uses 

and land-use chanqe must be tailored to deal wit~ the 
,-

existin~ trends. A~ricultural policies must realize.that 

variations in a~ricultural activity in urbanizing areas . 
exist. In some are?s, policies must be aeared towards the 

prot~ction of s~all fa~ units, as the costs o~ expansion 

in urban fr~nge areas are. usually too high for most ooer-
. " 

ators. The qovernment must realize that recreational use 
I 

of good agricultural land miqht have to be discontinued in 

the future if this land is needed for foqd produ~tion. 

Re-acquisition of poorer agricultural Land for these dis-

placed recrea~ional uses would be more difficult and ~ore 

expensi~e due to the larqe number of land owners found in 
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~ 

these scenic areas. 

Al~hou~h the intentions ol'the govern~ent are 

commendable, under the present system of planning. ~here 

land-use controls are delegated to individual municipalities, 

the scope for individual interpreta~ion of the provincial 

qoals is too wide. The future pattern of land usa~e will 
.. 

depend upon the free market or on tight government 'controls. 

If the free market pattern is considered to be socially 

undes~rable, the provincial government ~ust accept its 

responsibility and act accordingly. 

.. 

-'. 

, , 
\ 
\ 
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