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To: City Council 

From: H.R. Whiteley 

December 2 2013 

RE: Guelph Innovation District Secondary |Plan Amendment :OPA No. 54 

A large proportion of the area subject to the provisions of OPA 54 is the 
Eramosa River Valley and valleyland along its tributaries. The first principle 
enunciated for the Secondary Plan is, quite properly, to Protect What is 
Valuable. The specific objectives are to: 
  
a) Preserve and enhance the extensive Natural Heritage System, including the 
Eramosa River Valley which is designated as a Canadian Heritage River.  
b) Respect the existing topography and sightlines, including public views and 
public vistas of the Eramosa River, Downtown and the historic Reformatory 
Complex.  
c) Ensure compatible public access opportunities to the Natural Heritage 
System and cultural heritage resources and promote their celebration, 
especially river vistas and edges, the Provincially Significant Earth Science 
Area of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI), and the historic Reformatory 
Complex.  
 
These are important objectives since the beauty of this stretch along the 
Eramosa Valley has been celebrated for over 150 years. A City of Guelph 
Directory for 1870 begins by noting the beauty of this river vista as the most 
distinctive feature of the City and describes a favourite recreational activity as 
boating up the Eramosa to "Paradise", a natural meadow just upstream of 
Victoria Road. 

In order for the Secondary Plan to meet these objectives it must incorporate 
these two basic planning policies: 

• The Secondary Plan must establish a  minimum setback of development 
of 30 m from the top of slope along the full length of the river corridor 

• The Secondary Plan  must minimize the crossings of the river between 
Stone Road and Victoria Road . 
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With regard to the first policy, a30 m setback of development from the top of 
slope the critical locations include the Cargill Meat Solutions Property, the 
Polymer Distribution Inc Property and the portion of the west bank of the 
Eramosa River in the vicinity of the eastward extension of College Avenue 
where the protected area does not extend even to the top of slope. 

This provision of a 30 m setback of development for the Cargill and PDI 
properties would be applied in the future when these properties are no longer 
needed for the present industrial use and redevelopment to a riverside 
appropriate use is being considered. Although this is a future application of 
policy the Secondary Plan should explicitly state this requirement for 
redevelopment to facilitate appropriate decision-making at the time of 
redevelopment. 

The Secondary Plan as written is ambiguous about the extent of connectivity 
desired between the east bank portion and the west bank portion of the GID. 
The presence of the Eramosa River Valley as a longitudinal, but not 
transverse link, and the requirement to maintain the existing integrity of the 
longitudinal linkage (with only one existing crossing, the Guelph Junction 
Railway, between Stone Road and Victoria) results in the requirement that 
the two portion of the GID be developed as separate nodes, one serviced by 
York Road and Watson Parkway, the other by Victoria Road and Stone 
Road. 

It may be that once final plans are prepared for the two nodes a single 
connective element for movement of people across the river could be 
considered. It is appropriate to make allowance for such a linkage in general 
terms in the Secondary Plan but a decision about the specifics of any linkage 
should be made  late in the planning process and be dependent on the 
confirmation of the necessity, utility, and environmental soundness of the 
proposed linkage. 
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Jennifer Passy BES, MCIP, RPP 
Manager of Planning 

Board Office: 500 Victoria Road N. Guelph, ON   N1E 6K2 
Email: Jennifer.passy@ugdsb.on.ca 

Tel: 519-822-4420 ext. 820 or Toll Free: 1-800-321-4025 

 
 
 
 
  
 

 
Upper Grand District School Board 

• Mark Bailey; Chair • Linda Busuttil • R.J. (Bob) Borden • Susan Moziar • Lynn Topping 
• Marty Fairbairn; Vice-Chair • Kathryn Cooper • David Gohn • Bruce Schieck • Jennifer Waterston 

 

 
January 27, 2014  PLN: 14‐04 

File Code: L05 
By: email 

 
City of Guelph 
Planning & Building, Engineering and Environment 
1 Carden Street 
Guelph, ON     N1H 3A1 
 
Attention:   Ms. Joan Jylanne 
    Senior Policy Planner 
 

RE:   Guelph Innovation District Secondary Plan 
 
Dear Ms. Jylanne, 
 
We  have  now  had  an  opportunity  to  review  the  proposed  Secondary  Plan  for  the  Guelph 
Innovation District (GID). 
 
On December 24, 2012 we wrote  to express  some  interest  in  the GID based  in part on early 
discussions with respect to the potential of the development of a post‐secondary campus within 
the District, and as a result of the planned residential development within the District. 
 
Due  to  the  relative  isolation of  the GID  from other  residential neighbourhoods,  the possible 
need  to  accommodate  elementary  aged  students was  identified  as  an  interest  of  the Upper 
Grand  District  School  Board.    The  potential  synergies  of  a  post‐secondary  campus  and  the 
planned  employment  uses  also  presented  an  opportunity  to  consider  possible  secondary 
accommodation options in this area as well. 
 
The potential to increase population targets within the GID reinforces the need to plan this area 
as a complete community.  The potential need to accommodate schools within the GID should 
not be overlooked.  To that end, the Block Plan approach introduced by this latest version of the 
Secondary Plan  causes  some  concern  about  the  ability  to meet  the needs of  the  future GID 
residential community as much of the policy focus is on achieving population and employment 
targets and not on creating community. 
 
Block Plans are not a  legislated approval process under the Planning Act, and  it  is unclear how 
external agencies such as the Upper Grand District School Board will be engaged in their review.  
Further, it is unclear if the advancement of Block Plans may proceed other than in the numeric 
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Ms. Joan Jylanne 
January 27, 2014 
Page 2 
 

order of the blocks as noted on Schedule D and how this may affect the timing and delivery of 
community infrastructure. 
 
Should you have any questions with regard to this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 
Upper Grand District School Board 
 
 
 
Jennifer Passy, BES, MCIP, RPP 
Manager of Planning 



January 29, 2014 
 
Ms. Melissa Aldunate, M.Pl, MCIP, RPP 
Manager of Policy Planning and Urban Design, Planning Services  
1 Carden Street 
Guelph, Ontario    N1H 3A1 
 
Dear Ms. Aldunate, 
 
RE :   Proposed Modif icat ion to Guelph Innovat ion Distr ict  Land Use – P idel  Homes 
 OUR FILE 1405’A ’  
 
Thank you for meeting with us last week to discuss the Guelph Innovation District (GID) OPA and 
Secondary Plan and the land use designation proposal for our client’s lands. 
 
As you are aware, our client owns approximately 11 hectares (27 acres) of land at the southeast corner of 
Stone Road East and Victoria Road South in the southwest portion of the GID.  The current proposed OPA 
and Secondary Plan identify the lands with a mix of designations – Mixed Use Corridor, Employment and 
Residential.  The GID has been subject to study, analysis and discussion for some time and the City has 
invested significant resources to establish the goals, objectives and principles for development within 
the GID.   
 
At our meeting we discussed the application of the goals, objective and principles in the context of our 
proposal to modify the draft land use designations to Mixed Use and Residential.  Specifically, the request 
is to modify the Employment Land Use to Mixed Use Corridor.  No change is proposed to the Residential 
designation.  A proposed land use plan for Block Plan Area 3 of the GID is enclosed with this letter and 
identifies our client’s lands.   
 
The rationale and justification, as discussed at our meeting, for this request is summarized below: 
 

1) The subject lands are located outside of an established or proposed industrial/business park 
area and isolated from surrounding designated employment lands.   The current configuration 
of land ownership and land use designation fragmentation results in lands that offer limited 
market choice for employment development due to size, configuration, and ownership 
fragmentation. 
 

2) Proposal to modify the Employment (EMP1) land use to Mixed Use Corridor (MUC) maintains 
the overall principles and objectives of the GID to develop the Block (Block Plan Area 3), that 
the subject lands are part of, as mixed use.  The MUC designation provides flexibility to the 
employment uses identified in the EMP designation and also provides flexibility for other types 
of jobs and residential uses.   
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3) The effect of enlarging the MUC designation provides for a larger block of lands, consolidated 
within one ownership, to meet density and design objectives.   

 
4) Proposal to modify the EMP land use to MUC represents a change to a very small amount of 

the overall land in the GID.  The proposal is to modify ± 3.7 hectares, which represents less than 
1% in the entire GID area (436ha). 
 
Analysis of Land Use Area by Land Use Type 

  Area in SE Corner   

Land Use OPA Proposed Difference 

MUC 4.3 8 3.7 

EMP1 11.4 7.7 -3.7 

RES 3 3 0 

OS 33 33 0 

Total 51.7 51.7 ---  
Note: Based on MHBC estimation of areas and not based on survey plans. 

 
5) The proposed land use modification maintains the City’s ability to: 

• Achieve the intensification target for the overall greenfield area 
• Create a mixed use area within the Block  
• Maintain the employment and residential targets for the Block Plan Area, while at the 

same time increase the overall density in the Block Plan Area (Area 3), as illustrated in 
the table below. 

• Implement the conceptual road pattern illustrated in the GID presentation to 
Committee and achieve broader based design objectives 

 
   Analysis of Targets and Density Calculations for Block Plan Area 3 

	  
Jobs	   People	   Density	  

Block Plan Area 3 Target 1000 800 90  
Land Use in Current OPA 1  1151 993 115 

Proposed Land Use 1 995 1362 126 
Notes:  
1 Based on MHBC assumptions and calculations as follows: 

• RES - 75 units/ha - 187.5 people/ha 
• MUC -  100 units/ha - 200 people /ha 
• EMP – 85 jobs/ha (typical office park density ranges from 100 to 130 jobs/ha, therefore based on 100 jobs/ha the total 

jobs for the proposed land use would be 1013 jobs) 
• Represents the minimum density identified for each land use.   

2 Overall GID density target 

 
6) The proposal to modify to the MUC designation has been assessed in the context of the City of 

Guelph Employment Lands Study (GELS) and the key considerations and conclusions are 
summarized below: 

• The GELS identified a surplus of lands within the existing supply of employment lands, 
which did not include the additional employment lands being planned as part of the 
GID, therefore a change of 3.7 ha to MUC would not impact the current supply and 
would not cause any shortfall in projected needs for employment lands  

• City would still be in a position to achieve overall population and employment growth 
targets and the change in land would not compromise the City’s ability to meet the 
employment forecasts of the Official Plan (Section 2.4.3).     
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• The GELS recognized that small, fragment parcels are not an efficient use of land and 
not particularly suitable for traditional employment uses.  Analysis done as part of the 
GID indicated this Block was more suitable to research, office type uses within a mixed 
use area. 

 
7) The proposed change does not represent a ‘conversion’ as the MUC designation permits office 

and commercial uses that would be consider employment uses and the lands are not currently 
designated for specific employment uses within the Official Plan.  
 

We also discussed providing for lands designated Residential to have increased height permission to 10 
storeys (from maximum 6 storeys).  This was based on current ‘thinking’ for development of the lands 
and recognition on the location of the lands within the district and Block area.  Our understanding was 
that City staff were supportive of this permission and the policy or mapping would be adjusted 
accordingly.   
 
We understand there are policies within the Official Plan that provide direction on ‘bonusing’ for 
additional height and such policies would be considered for proposals within the GID.  However, we 
encourage the City to provide a broader range for height permissions within the Official Plan across the 
Secondary Plan area.  Flexibility at the Official Plan level is important to allow for more innovative design 
consideration to occur early on in a project and not restrict development options that may be 
appropriate in the realm of the Block Plan.  Design criteria and guidelines within a Block Plan can 
adequately address building heights and design.  This approach would potentially reduce instances that 
‘trigger’ the need for an Official Plan amendment, which may in fact discourage a well-designed building 
or project.   
 
We appreciate the clarification and confirmation that the targets identified within the OPA and 
Secondary Plan are minimums and can be exceeded.   
 
In conclusion, kindly accept this letter and request to modify the land use designation as proposed.  In 
our opinion the proposal fits within the City’s objectives for the GID and is justified as the lands have 
consistently been identified as a mixed use area, the proposed modification is minor in context of the 
larger GID, the MUC designation can be planned to meet the overall targets of the GID and future block 
planning can be used to further inform and refine details associated with zoning and design.  
    
Please feel free to call with any questions. 
 
Yours truly,  
 
MHBC 
 

 
David Aston, MSc, MCIP, RPP 
 
Attach. 
 
C. Larry Kotseff 



 

 

 

Guelph Junction Railway Company 
c/o City Hall,  

1 Carden Street, Second Floor 
Guelph, Ontario, Canada   N1H 3A1 

Tel:  (519) 836-4848    Fax:  (519) 837-5636 

 
 
 

February 11th, 2014 
 
Planning Services 
Planning, Building, Engineering and Environment 
City of Guelph 
 
Attention Ms; Joan Jylanne Senior Policy Planner 
 
Re: GID OPA54 Response to Guelph Hiking Trail Club Correspondence to City 
of Guelph 
 
Dear Madam 
 
The Guelph Junction Railway is pleased to respond to your request for comment on 
the above noted correspondence.  We have had and continue to have consultation with 
City staff about trails.  
 
I should wish to clarify the criteria we use in evaluating potential trails and trail 
crossings. In order for consideration a proposal must meet all of the following 
 A] Not place the public at risk 
 B] Be able to meet Transport Canada regulations/ requirements 
 C] Meet best practices of railway industry standards 
 D] Not impede existing or future railway operations 
 E] Not create any liability for the railway. 
 F] Not create the potential for increased trespassing 
Additionally we require a site specific safety audit completed by a Professional Engineer 
qualified in Railway Safety to verify that the above criteria can be met. Only then will 
the GJR give consideration to the proposal. 
 
Specifically the GJR examined the feasibility of a trail leading from the Victoria Road 
Bridge on the north side of the river going east then crossing the tracks north of the 
railway bridge to connect to the Jaycees Park on York Road. It was determined that any 
trail / track crossing in this area would impede our daily railway switching operations at 
the Huntsman / PDI plant as well as our Kauffman siding, immediately south of York 
Road. It was further determined that these switching operations would place the public 
at risk. A site specific safety audit completed by MRC confirms our findings and 
consequently this proposal was dismissed.  
Our discussion with City staff also included the possibility of a pedestrian bridge being 
attached to the existing railway bridge. This would facilitate a link connecting the 
Jaycees Park to the south side of the river but only on the east side of the railway. 
Although feasible, the estimated construction cost was sufficiently large that it would 
be more cost effective for the City to build its own freestanding bridge at a more 
acceptable location. As such this option was not pursued further. 
Additionally the GJR was asked for its opinion about a trail crossing underneath the 
existing railway trestle bridge. The GJR responded that this location does not have 
sufficient head room, is seasonally underwater and would create a number of liability 
issues for the railway as well as placing the public at risk. Consequently no 
consideration of such would be entertained. 
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Guelph Junction Railway Company 
c/o City Hall,  

1 Carden Street, Second Floor 
Guelph, Ontario, Canada   N1H 3A1 

Tel:  (519) 836-4848    Fax:  (519) 837-5636 

 
 
 

 
 
 
In summary the GJR has expended sufficient time and resources on the above noted 
proposals to evaluate them and subsequently dismiss them from any further 
consideration. 
 
The GJR does recognize that the City desires a trail crossing at a yet undetermined 
location south of the river and we will work with the City in this regard. We do wish to 
clarify that the existing crossing is by agreement solely for use of the Ministry of 
Corrections as a farm road crossing and is not a public crossing. On a final point we 
wish to comment about the notation of a potential trail link between the Carter Well 
and Barber Well area. We have not received any submission on this, consequently we 
have no comment to make at this time. 
 
In closing we wish to thank the City for an opportunity to clarify our position on these 
proposals. 
 
Tom Sagaskie 
General Manager 
Guelph Junction Railway 

 
Cc: Jyoti Pathak 
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