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October 31, 2011

SENT VIA EMAIL AND COURIER

City of Guelph

Tina Agnello, Acting City Clerk
1 Carden Street

Guelph, Ontario

N1H 3A1

Re: 106 Carden Street, Guelph, Ontario
Written Comments Related to the November 7, 2011 Public Meeting
Re Proposed OPA 43 - Downtown Gueiph Secondary Plan (Envision
Guelph Downtown)

Dear Ms. Agnelio,

Agora Research Group Inc. is the planning and development consultant for the
owners of the property located at 106 Carden Street. On behalf of our client, we
are submitting the following written comments as part of the Public Meeting
related to the proposed OPA 43 - Downtown Guelph Secondary Plan (Envision
Guelph Downtown).

Background

The historic Royal Inn & Suites business located in downtown Guelph has been
severely impacted by the closure of Carden Street. Specifically, Carden Street
was closed by the City to accommodate the Downtown Transit Terminal which
will be located in front and adjacent to the main entrance of the hotel. The
closing of Carden Street has virtually eliminated the hotel entrance function.
Business has been impacted by a reported 67% and the Owners are operating
at a loss.

One of the options the Owners are considering to recoup their losses is the
redevelopment of the site which will include a mixed use building consisting of
retail, live work units, condominium units and a boutique hotel.
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The current proposal calls for a 12 storey building and will include 1 ground floor
of retail, 2 storeys of live/work units, 7 storeys of condominium units and the top
2 storeys will feature a boutique hotel (reference Appendix | for conceptual site
plan and elevation drawings).

Given that the proposed Downtown Secondary Plan Study limits height to 6
storeys in this location, the Owners feel that a 12 storey building would be more
appropriate given the height of the proximate Co-op building which has 9
storeys and the height of the proposed 18 storey condominium building at
Macdonell Street / Woolwich Street.

Although the proposed 12 storey development is in part driven by the need to
recoup the original investment in the property that has been devastated by City
actions and no fault of the current Owners, the 12 storey proposal also has
merits for the following reasons:

Provincial Policy Statement

The proposed development is consistent with the policies of the PPS 2005. The
PPS directs growth to settlement areas and promotes a mix of land uses in a
compact urban form. Emphasis is placed on job creation, creating complete
communities and in protecting the health of main street and downtown areas.

Downtown Projected Population Growth

The Local Growth Management Strategy (LGMS) completed in August 2009
identifies the opportunity for 2,000 to 3,000 additional residential units in the
downtown Guelph area by 2031. This is equivalent to approximately 100 to 150
residential units per year over the next 20 years. The proposed development
features 145 residential units which equates to a one year supply of residential
units in the downtown area based upon the LGMS report.

Access to Transit

High density developments adjacent to transit hubs represent good planning
and are seen as a positive step in reducing traffic congestion and environmental
emissions.
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According to the Proposed Secondary Plan for Downtown Guelph, “The new
Downtown Transit Terminal will establish a single central transit hub and play a
critical role in implementing the City’s Transit Growth Strategy. The report further
states that “The City shall continue to work with VIA, Metrolinx, inter-city transit
providers and other stakeholders to ensure all planned transit functions of the
Downtown Transit Terminal are accommodated and coordinated in an efficient
manner that support the broad objective to create an attractive and transit-
orientated Downtown”. Furthermore, the report states that “The City shall
continue to work with Downtown property owners, employers and residents to
capitalize on the Transit Terminal and monitor its impacts on its immediate
surroundings”.

Access to major transit hubs and highway systems is one of the key
considerations for individuals and households in purchasing a home. As regional
highway systems become increasingly congested, public transportation’s role in
facilitating commuting will have an increasing role in attracting higher density
growth in the downtown Guelph market.

Furthermore, residential developments in close proximity to transit hubs usually
develop strong linkages to employment opportunities in surrounding markets
including the Toronto Central Business District.

As Guelph’s transit hub will be located adjacent to subject property, it is critical
that maximum densities be permitted on this site.

Affordability

Affordability is the most important factor driving high density developments in
markets within and surrounding the GTA. The Provincial Policy Statement along
with market forces are generating the demand for higher density developments.
As land supply becomes increasingly limited, all types of housing will increase in
price. Less expensive housing types such as townhouses and apartments will
become increasingly attractive and in higher demand.

The demand for medium and high density units is forecast to rise steadily in the
near future as housing in Guelph evolves to accommodate shifting
demographic, economic and lifestyle changes.

The level of demand for medium and high density residential units will represent
a significant increase from historical levels, particularly for a medium size market
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such as Guelph that is accustomed to single and low density residential
buildings. This evolving shift to more intensive forms of residential development
is consistent with the maturation of other similar size markets surrounding the
GTA.

To encourage high density residential development, appropriate densities must
be permitted that provide sufficient revenue to support land costs. In downtown
areas such as Guelph, were lands costs are high or as in the case of the current
Owners that are required to recoup their investment, heights of at least 12
storeys will be required to make this project feasible. High density is the only
viable solution to create affordable housing, otherwise, low density will result in
higher average unit costs.

In order to keep prices affordable the Owners are proposing 145 units with an
average size of between 600 sq.ft. and 800 sq.ft. which will be clearly targeted
to young professionals, first time home buyers and empty-nesters.

Affordability will be further enhanced by live/work units. A live-work unit is
generally defined as a unit where residential and non-residential spaces are
combined where the proprietor can both live and work. Expected intensity
related to customers, deliveries and employees is less than a single purpose
commercial space found in most business districts but more intense than home
occupations. Live-work units provide a number of community benefits including
flexible incubator space for small business growth, reduction in vehicle
distances travelled between home and work, and space for smaller scale
services within neighbourhoods. Furthermore, the live-work units will provide an
affordable solution to residential land uses.

Building Design

A key driver of high density demand is the availability of a broad selection of
retail/commercial services and features within walking distances of such
developments. Service and features include the following: access to frequent
public transit, active and animated streets, cultural attractions, restaurants, local
employment opportunities and access to natural features such as parks and
river systems. These services and features are characteristics of highly mature
dense urban environments that are currently present in the Guelph market and
other selective urban centres in and around the GTA.
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The proposed development will revolve around the theme of Live/Work/Play and
will be constructed to be highly attractive and blend into the existing fabric of
Guelph’s downtown. The building facade will wrap around the Carden Street /
Macdonell Street corner and accentuate the intersection. The building will be
stepped down towards the west side to accommodate a transition to lower
height buildings along Macdonell Street. The building will also be setback at the
4™ storey and higher to accommodate the policies in the proposed Secondary
Plan. Moreover, and to further comply with the proposed Secondary Plan, the
maximum floorplate above the ok storey has been limited to 1,200m2 and above
the 8™ storey to 1,000m?2. Existing building heritage features will be integrated
into the design of the new building.

Ground floor retail will feature heights of 5 metres floor to floor and windows will
correspond approximately to the height of the floor. A large proportion of the
street facing ground floor wall will be glazed.

Live/work units will be positioned on the 2" and 3™ storeys and will be separate
from the condominiums units. The facade will feature masonry and appropriate
glazing.

Condominium units will be located on the 4™ through 10" storeys. The 4" storey
facade will feature masonry while the balance of the condominium storeys will
feature a glass facade which will fade the height of the building and blend into
the sky. Balconies will be recessed and integrated into the design of the
building facade. There will be no exposed concrete balconies.

The 11" and 12" storeys will be dedicated to a boutique hotel.

The height of the proposed building will also enhance the transition in building
heights along Macdonell Street from the 18 storey gateway proposal at
Macdonell Street / Woolwich Street through to the 9 storey Co-op building at
Macdonell Street / Carden Street to the balance of planned 6 storey medium
density developments along Macdonell Street.

Conclusion

Based upon the comments provided herein, the Owners are respectfully
requesting a change in the density to their property to permit a 12 storey
building. The development proposal respects and conforms to all aspect of the
proposed Downtown Guelph Secondary Plan save for the density limit. It is our
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opinion that the Proposed Development represents good planning and is
appropriate for the subject site.

We appreciate your efforts to incorporate our comments into the Public Meeting
process in order that City Council is made aware of our client’s position.

If you have any questions or require clarification, please contact the
undersigned directly.

Respectively Submitted,

Claudio Balbinot B.E.S.,MCIP, RPP
Agora Research Group Inc.
416-460-3383

cc:  Parimal Gandhi — Royal Inn & Suites
Paul Critchley — BJC Architects Inc.
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APPENDIX |

PROPOSED SITE PLAN AND ELEVATION DRAWINGS
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From: Claudio Balbinot

To: David deGroot

Cc: Al Hearne; Todd Salter; “parimal gandhi"; “Paul Critchley"; ClerksDept
Subject: Guelph - 106 Carden St - Royal Inn & Suites Redevelopment Proposal
Date: April 2, 2012 9:40:17 AM

Attachments: Roval Inn 01_Elevations_10 Storeys_BJC.ndf

David,

As follow-up to our last meeting.....on behalf of Parimal Gandhi (Owner of Royal Inn & Suites — 106 Carden St) we are submitting the attached PDF file which reflects the Macdonell Street elevation for your consideration as the City
shapes the Secondary Plan for downtown Guelph.

Regards,

Claudio Balbinot MCIP, RPP
Agora Research Group Inc.
P.O. Box 13

Kleinburg, Ontario

L0J-1CO

Bus# 416-460-3383

Fax# 905-893-0755

This e-mail is confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or organization to whom it is addressed. Do not copy, modify, distribute or take any action in reliance of this e-mail if you are not the intended recipient. If you
have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender and delete this e-mail from your system. Although this e-mail has been checked for viruses and other defects, no responsibility can be accepted for any loss or damage arising
from its receipt or use.
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Wellington Physiotherapy
- Associates

City of Guelph E)iE

Tina Agnello, Acting City Clerk ﬂ '

1 Carden Street

Guelph ON N1H 3A1 AT R G e
ClT\{ {JL{:F” w0 o X | Y

November 1, 2011.
Ms. Agnello,

| have recently been made aware of the City of Guelph’s plan to redevelop the
downtown area sometime in the near future.

| am submitting this letter as my formal objection to this plan as it will have
significant impact on my family’s physiotherapy business at 23 Wellington Street
East, in downtown Guelph. :

My wife and | have either worl ed at or owned & operated Weﬂmgton
Physiotherapy Associates (farmaﬂy Andy ZWGng & Assoc ,
since 1998. We relocated fi elling ton S

2001 and continue to operate there today Over the past 4 mont hav
expanded and significantly renovated & upgraded our facility, at great cost to us!
We are excited about this faciilty and feel strongly that we have pasitioned
ourselves to optimally serve our community into the next decade.

We are certainly distressed to NOW hear that there is a plan to redevelop this
area, and potentially render all of our efforts and investments futile. It seems to
us that this plan would cause great hardship to our business and to our family.

23 Wellington St.E. Guelph, ON N1H 3R7  Tel: (519) 624-B185 + Fax: (519)B24-3876  www.wellingtonphysiotherapy.ca
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November 2, 2011

Madam Mayor, Counselors, City Staff and Guests,

This presentation is made on behalf of the Guelph Animal Hospital (owned and operated by Dr. Rob
Butler, Dr. Renee Fleming and Dr. llana Smolkin) and the Guelph Cat Clinic (owned and operated by Dr.
; :Jocelyn Maggs) currently.c occupying the building at 110 Gordon Street.

Guelph Animal Hospital has been part of the downtown community for 54 years and the Guelph Cat
Clinie has similarly been part of the downtown for close to 30 years. Dr. Rob Butler and Dr. Jocelyn
Maggs started off their practice together at the Guelph Animal Hospital in 1988 taking over it's location
at the corner of Duke and Elizabeth Street, where the clinic had been started in 1957, In 1995 they
purchased the Amberlane Cat Clinic at the corner of Suffolk and Yorkshire, renaming it the Guelph Cat
Clinic. In 1998 (14 years:gagbt)l Dr. Butler and Dr. Maggs moved both clinics to the large building on 110
Gordon Street (the former Red Lobster) for its picturesque and highly visible location just north west of
the covered bridge and York Road Park along the speed river. This location provided private parking and
safe access to the clinics for both cats and dogs, maintained a convenient downtown location within
walking distance for over 2,000 of the ap mate 10,000 combined clients with the added advantage
of direct access to the park. Thisis most important to many owners who are able to walk to the clinic
while avoiding the busy traffic on both Gordon and Wellington.

Guelph Animal Hospital and Guelph Cat Clinic have prided themselves on being part of Downtown
‘Guelph and have promoted the respective clinics as such. As zoning options are extremely limited for
veterinary clinics in the Downtown ¢ore; the current location of 110 Gordon Street has provided a
unique opportunity for these two clinics to cater to their respective clientele and petsin a setting that
could not be realized within a strip mall location.

Guelph Animal Hospital and Guelph Cat Clinic are one of only 2 clinics within the city limits that have a
free standing facility with private parking available for pet owners providing added safety for
transporting these patients from car to clinic.

From the very beginning Guelph Animal Hospital has worked proudly with the Guelph Police Service
Dogs and provides annual examination, blood work and vaccines to these dogs free of charge as well as
acting as their primary veterinary care provider throughout their active service. In addition the Guelph
Animal Hospital was recognized by this City Counsel with the “Access Recognition Award” in 2009 for
acting upon a client’s request to improve services and support persons with service dogs. This
particular client walks to the clinic on a regular basis with her seeing-eye dog from the downtown core
to receive all necessary veterinary care. A special walkway was built from the side walk to the front
door of the clinic for this client in order to prevent her from having to navigate through the parking lot.



mmercier
Text Box
#3


Being uniquely situated at the covered bridge with immediate access to the park, dog owners have the
added advantage of having a safe and enjoyable walk to the clinic while taking full benefit of the park
and paths along the river’s edge. As such the Guelph Animal Hospital in particular has valued the park
system and on more than one occasion has offered to sponsor and monitor a “poop and scoop” station
near the vicinity of the bridge and would be interested in partnering with the city to explore future
possibilities, such as helping to maintain a fenced-in off-leash dog area.

With over 2,000 clients located within walking distance of both clinics we believe that both Guelph
Animal Hospital and the Guelph Cat Clinic would fit nicely into any downtown planning that wishes to
lessen the flow of traffic. Our tracking shows that 30-40% of all new clients to both clinics have chiosen
these services based on our current location and visibility. Together these two clinics service close to
10,000 clients within the city of Guelph.

In the Downtown Secondary Plan, one of the stated guiding principles (no 2) is to set the scene for living
well downtown. The target population growth is a downtown population of 8,500 by 2031. Downtown
is to become a showcase for high-density, sustainable living. A key factor in attracting this population
growth to downtown is the presence of important amenities that the increased population will use. We
‘very strongly believe that veterinary clinics are one of those necessary amenities and there needs to
continue to be easily assessable veterinary care within walking distance from the downtown core.

Guelph Animal Hospital and Guelph Cat Clinic would be pleased to work with the City of Guelph to see
anenhanced green space along the west shore of the Speed River while maintaining our presenice i this
 vicinity. Some of the options we believe should be explored include:

1. Ceding access behind the 110 Gordon St building for a wide wal kway along the river’s edge
behind the current clinics. The unused area at the back of our lot that fronts the river could
easily be incorporated into the river’s edge park and trail without the need to move the current
building.  This unused area runs the full width of the lot anid is 30 feet deep from the fence line
(2 photos). l‘n.a;dydition to this there is a strip of land between the fence and the slope down to
the water’s edge that is currently used as a path. This strip is about 5 feet wide. (photo). This
provides a total width along the river's edge of 35 feet at the back of the building that could be
incorporated into a path and parkland. This solution would meet the goal of the Secondary Plan
to open up access to the river but in addition would allow the veterinary clinics to remain
available for downtown residents.

2. The potential of moving the clin ic’s current location one lot over to the south where the city
currently maintains ownership of the land between the Guelph Animal Hospital/Cat Clinic and
the Lawn Bowling Club could also be considered by all parties.

Both clinics have recently invested over $100,000 in external building renovations and parking lot
improvements , and have plans for further required internal renovations which have currently been
placed on hold until more clarity on the city’s plans are forthcoming. We are urgently waiting upon City
Council and city planning staff to inform us of their intent regarding these issues.and how it will affect
ourimmediate and future plans at 110 Gordon Street.




Thank you for your attention to our concerns,
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The Ward Residents’ Association
Honouring our past-developing our future

Tina Agnello
Acting Clerk
City of Guelph
Clerk@guelph.ca

In Response to the OPA 43

My name is Maria Pezzano and I am the Chair of The Ward Residents’ Association,
This evening I will be bringing the voice of approx. 200+ residents of The Ward into
Council chambers. I am here to raise concerns over the latest version of the Downtown
Secondary Plan as it relates to portions of Ward 1 Otherwise known as 5 Arthur St.

INTRODUCTION TO TWRA

18 Months ago the TWRA mobilized as a community, working together in a positive,
proactive manner, together with the residents of The Ward, we came to realize and
define the values that were important to us as a neighbourhood and developed the
following mandate:

“The Ward Residents’ Association aims to work in a positive manner with all
stakeholders, in order to grow, develop and improve our neighbourhood while
maintaining its rich cultural heritage and diversity”

In the spring of 2010 we embarked on a journey to better our community, to take action

and let it be known that the individuals residing in the area, new neighbours, old neighbours and those in
between will continue to invest in their

community as they have been for the last 50+ years.

A year and a half later, as the draft of the Downtown Secondary Plan is presented to

Council and the public, we are proud to see the contributions of TWRA and residents

of The Ward incorporated in this version of the plan. Our principles for the most part

have been incorporated. Overall, the experience to date has been positive. We have

fostered a great relationship with City Planners and Councillors as well as the current

property owners Kilmer Brownfield Equity Fund and Fusion Homes. We have reached out to the
community and ensured the residents had a voice in this process.

Honouring our Past, Developing our Future is our tag line and as each new

development settles in the Ward, and as residential developments of the future replace the industrial
Brownfield footprint, of the past, we are optimistic that the values and characterization of The Ward will be
reflected in the future of our neighbourhood.

There is a desire for residents in this neighbourhood to hold on and to keep what they feel is valuable in the
Ward. It is the first sustainable neighbourhood in our city. It was the originator of the live work scenario,
full of artisans, shoemakers, shopkeepers, delis, butchers and even Guelph‘s first hardware store.
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The Ward Residents’ Association
Honouring our past-developing our future

CONCERNS WITH THE CURRENT VERSION OF THE DDSP

Found at the beginning of the Draft Downtown Secondary Plan under Summary of Changes

Only those comments we wish to address are listed here

» The previously proposed new view corridor from Arthur Street does not meet

the criteria used to establish the existing view corridors. In addition, the view

will impact the redevelopment potential of a number of sites. Therefore, the

proposed view corridor is not included in drafi OPA 43.

The Ward Residents’ Associations understands that since that principle was created the potential for new
development has come to light. So we are asking if you are taking away this view corridor what are
proposing to replace it with? We invite you to take a walk along Arthur St. S.,or Cross St. since all views
are visible right now and we are open to suggestions. It is unacceptable to just take the view away, as'it was
in the 1970’s when residents’ at that time did not have a voice in that process.

« The draft OPA 43 identifies the Fountain Street extension as a “local street or

active transportation link and proposes that an Urban Design Master Plan be

required for this area prior to development to address how development will

achieve active transportation objectives in the area and built form policies of

the plan.

TWRA encourages an active transportation link connecting 5 Arthur St. S to the rest of Downtown through
the use of an Urban Design Master Plan, by doing so it connects the rest of the Urban Growth Study Area

SArthur Street

Summary of Comments

» Comments have been received from Kilmer regarding the need for more
flexibility in regards to the development of the site such as additional height
ranges, Floor Space Index maximums (i.e. 3.0 FSI rather than 1.5 FSI) and

the re-designation of the entire site to Mixed Use 1.

* Comments have also been received from the Ward’s Residents Association that
more contextual study is required to determine building heights, massing and
open space on the site.

Summary of Changes
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Skip down

« In addition to the built form policies that apply across the study area

additional built form policies have been added to the Secondary Plan regarding

this site to ensure appropriate massing and open space configuration are

achieved. Specifically, policies have been added to require open space

connections east-west through the site. Policies have also been added to limit

the floor plates of mid-rise buildings (between 4 and 6 storeys) and ensure

that taller portions of buildings are spaced appropriately.

The Ward Residents’ Association encourages the use of the Urban Design Master Plan. It also supports the
current height restriction of 4-6 stories. TWRA firmly believes that any future development application be
measured against the current zoning by law therefore taking part in the public process designed for these
issues.

Two storeys of additional building height except along Arthur Street may be

permitted through bonusing for community benefits as well as additional

density (i.e. FSI).

Twra needs some clarification with this comment.

« The historic building is proposed to be exempted from the FSI calculation to

allow for flexibility in its reuse.

» The proposed Residential2 designation proposes to increase the maximum

unit size for convenience commercial from 300m2 to 500m2. This will allow for

some additional flexibility for commercial uses in this area while ensuring that

any commercial development in this portion of the property will be locally

focused.

Originally The Ward Residents® Association felt strongly that 5 Arthur St. S. remain solely residential.
However we recognize to have a successful sustainable community a fine and delicate balance between
residential and commercial development needs to be found. WE SEE THIS AS Flexibility. TWRA is
uncomfortable with just an over all acceptance of square footage increase from 300m2 to 500m2 in that it
threatens the, unique local feel of the small business. For example Angelino’s of Stevenson St.is an
example of a good size commercial space that TWRA can see there. In all discussions the concern over
large retail commercial units has been expressed by TWRA. The commercial square footage above 300m?2

should be evaluated on a case by case basis, and how would it accommodate parking, outdoor lighting etc.
We encourage some more discussion around this topic
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* Within the Mixed Use 1 designation, the proposed approach has been revised

to not provide a cap on the size of individual commercial uses or an overall

cap. The amount of commercial development possible is already limited by the

geographic extent of the designation. In addition, this approach provides a

consistent policy approach to sites that front onto Elizabeth Street.

TWRA realizes the challenges around this area, but it does have some concerns around anything left open
ended and encourages language that incorporates some kind of boundary or cap .

* The draft OPA maintains the Residential 2 designation on the site south of the

heritage building in recognition of the transitional nature of this site between

the historic Central Business District and the historic St. Patrick’s Ward

neighbourhood.

The Ward Residents’ Association does not envy the challenges presented to City Planners and the
Developers to make this site a win win win for all involved. The Residents are the third win in that
statement, when the planners are done planning and the developers are done developing the residents still
reside there. The streets are extremely narrow in some cases and to have 10 Story buildings butting up
against 1.5 storey row houses and 2-3 Story Condos as well as 2 story homes just doesn’t reflect good

design sense.

Thank you for your time
Maria Pezzano
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Thank you for
Maria Pezzan ,
The Ward Residents’ Assaciation

Henouring our past-developing our future

your time






INTBAU Canada - Guelph Group
¢/o Mr. Unto Kihlanki

302 Edinburgh Rd. South
Guelph, ON, N1G 2K4

November 2, 2011

To Guelph City Council

Regarding the Proposed Downtown Guelph Secondary Plan (OPA 43):
Dear Mayor Farbridge and City Councillors,

We are writing to you on behalf of the Canadian chapter of the International Network for
Traditional Building, Architecture, and Urbanism. INTBAU is dedicated to the support of
traditional building and the maintenance of local urban character. Registered as a charity
in the United Kingdom in 2001, our organization is currently active in seventeen
countries and growing rapidly.

The Canadian chapter aims to achieve these goals by drawing together all those with an
interest in advancing the values associated with traditional design philosophies,
sustainable urbanism, responsible community based architecture and conservation of the
built environment. As the local INTBAU representatives, we naturally have an interest in
the proposed Downtown Guelph Secondary Plan (the Plan). It offers an important
opportunity for Council to bolster Guelph’s strong tradition of city-building, which we
view as a living legacy.

At the conclusion of their meeting in Valletta, Malta, on April 10, 2010, the International
Committee on Historic Towns and Villages (ICOMOS) issued a position paper, which
included the following statements: ‘The historic city today fosters a sense of belonging
and well-being amongst its citizens. The heritage and dynamics of historic cities are also
primary assets for attracting creative industries, businesses and visitors.”; and, ...historic
cities could serve as a source of inspiration for defining policies for sustainable urban
development’.

Within Canada, Guelph is an important historic city, and we urge Council to adopt a
position of healthy skepticism towards policies that would have us depart from its historic
city-building traditions. This recommendation is not born of nostalgia for the past, but of
a recognition that Guelph is among the luckiest of cities: Its orlgmal vision is still intact;

and the power of that vision can be harnessed now.

It is with these thoughts in mind that we have reviewed the proposed Plan, and we offer
you the following observations and recommendations.

#5
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Please note that, while INTBAU enjoys the patronage of HRH the Prince of Wales, the
opinions expressed here are our own, and are neither endorsed by the Prince, nor by any
representative of HRH.

Preface

We wish to start by congratulating the city and its consultants for a plan that is, on the
whole, a good one. The proposed strategy for achieving the desired increase in density is,
primarily, to utilize mid-rise buildings along the principal streets; this could not be more
welcome. We also greatly value the stated intention to respect the character of the
existing fabric, as well as our historic buildings.

Numerous other aspects of the plan are laudable too. However, in the interests of brevity,
the balance of this letter will deal only with those that we find to be worrisome.

COMMENTARY ONPART C

The following commentary follows the organizational structure of the Part C document.
This is for ease of reference and does not indicate a ranking of importance.

Section 2 - Principle 1: Celebrate What We’ve Got (pg. 43)

In the study portion of the combined document (pg. 11), the Plan’s authors describe
Guelph’s beginnings in a ‘visionary plan’ drawn by John Galt in 1827, and state that his
ambitions were to recreate a ‘European city centre’. Furthermore, they choose to
highlight its modern day significance by acknowledging that *...it plays a fundamental
role in defining the unique character of Downtown.” In another place (pg. 34), they write
‘Guelph’s remarkable character, rooted in John Galt’s plan....... is one of its greatest
assets.’

We agree, wholeheartedly. It is immensely puzzling, therefore, that the proposed Plan
does not draw, in a more significant way, on Guelph’s originating and sustaining vision.
In Principle 1, for example, consideration for Guelph’s urban heritage is limited merely to
the preservation of significant historic buildings and streetscapes.

The legacy of Galt’s plan is much more than just a street layout, and a collection of old
buildings; his vision represents a coherent set of urban ideals in which the human scale of
buildings, the even distribution of density, and use of highly adaptable building types,
among other features, are all critical. These ideals have guided the generations of builders
who have contributed to the realization of the downtown district that we are proud to
have now. Together they form Guelph’s city-building tradition.

We call on our leaders to acknowledge that the ‘Guelph’ residing in the minds and hearts
of its citizens today, as well as those who think of the city from farther away, is the one
inspired by Galt’s original vision. In other words, it still aspires to be a traditional



European-style city; and without this aspiration, it ceases to be the city we know, even if
it were still to contain many of the old buildings.

The recognition of Guelph’s strong urban tradition, and its protection from unnecessary
departures, should be included in the Plan’s principles. But even more, it deserves to be
utilized to guide our continued growth. After all, it has evolved to answer our deep
collective need for a humane, harmonious, sustainable, and recognizable home city.
Those needs are as real today as they ever were.

Section 2 - Principle 1: Objective e) — (pg. 43)

‘Strategically locate and articulate tall buildings to minimize impacts on historic areas
and preserve important public views.’

The literal reading is this: A good strategy for minimizing impacts on historical areas is to
locate tall, articulated, buildings downtown.

This is clearly not true, and it doesn’t help that we know that this is not the intended
meaning. The authors are assuming that we need tall buildings downtown and are merely
suggesting ways of mitigating the, acknowledged, negative impacts.

We do not accept that tall buildings are necessary since, in our examination of the
documents, we have found no demonstration of such a need. On the contrary, through our
own analysis, we have become convinced that there is no need, at least not in the name of
meeting the published density targets. Please see our detailed commentary on Section
7.2.1, found below.

Without a demonstrated need for tall buildings, they are an unwelcome intrusion on our
historical city-building traditions. Therefore, this objective of the Plan represents a
strategy for compromising our built heritage, not for celebrating it. It is misplaced as a
support for Principle 1, and we recommend deleting it, or moving it to a new section on
possible mitigating strategies.

Section 7 - Objective b) — (pg.71)
‘Encourage a wide range of uses and built forms.’

That we would benefit from having a wide variety of built forms is presented as a given,
with no supporting reasons offered, as if it were obvious that the widest range of uses can
best be accommodated by using specialized building types.

On the contrary, it is the less specialized building types that are the most adaptable and
can therefore accommodate the widest range of uses, especially changing uses, over time.
Furthermore, a building that can be adapted for alternate uses is inherently more
sustainable than a specialized building, which is likely to become obsolete once its



special use is no longer in demand, and which may need to be demolished rather than
adapted for reuse.

Guelph’s traditional urban fabric is composed of relatively few building types; and these
are typically very adaptable ones. The authors of the Plan seem to understand this when
they write, °...South of the tracks, new buildings will take a contemporary form while
embodying the principles of permanence, adaptability and simple beauty reflected in
Downtown’s historic buildings...” (pg. 42).

We agree. The best forms for new buildings would be similar to the ones found in the
historic district, in both scale and configuration. The Plan should not encourage the
development of a ‘wide range of built forms’; rather, it should identify the essential
attributes of Guelph’s traditional building types, and promote new development that
utilizes them.

Section 7: General Built Form and Site Development Policies — 7.2.1. (pg. 72)

The Plan includes the introduction of a great many height categories for buildings higher
than downtown Guelph’s traditional limit of 6 storeys. We can find, however, no specific
argument in the documents to support the need for such taller buildings. The authors
seem merely to assume that we need them, in order to achieve the Plan’s density targets.

We are not so easily prepared to join them in that assumption. Based on our own analysis
of the Plan, we assert that the density target is easily attainable using low-rise and mid-
rise buildings only.

Per Schedule D, the Plan would permit, at least, 26 new tall buildings at heights varying
from 8 to 18 storeys. It is likely that these would be developed, almost exclusively, for
residential uses because the floor-plate sizes are restricted at the upper levels. They are
also located, mostly, on the edges of the downtown district, close to the parkland areas.

Our estimate is that these buildings, alone, could yield approximately 4,500 new
residential units, without any density bonuses. Therefore, since the Plan targets only
3,000 new units, a surplus of 1,500 units is possible. (Please see our calculations in
Appendix A, attached).

Roughly, 1,900 of the new units would be located above the sixth storey. But, if we are
correct, and the tall buildings proposed would produce a surplus of 1,500 units, then only
400 of those upper level units might actually be required. And even then, they would be
needed only if we had to rely on just those 26 projects for the entire supply of new
residential units.

But we must recognize that significant redevelopment, including residential uses, is likely
to take place in locations beyond those identified for the taller buildings. A much larger
area is identified for redevelopment up to six storeys, and the entire district up to four



storeys. It is hard to imagine this immense additional area redeveloped for non-residential
uses only; neither would that be desirable.

If we were to rely on the additional development of just 20 to 30 new residential units per
year (400 to 600 over 20 years) elsewhere in the Downtown district, then we could
comfortably meet our density target using buildings no taller than six storeys.

Streets framed by mid-rise buildings offer a humane scale and harmonious qualities that
are fundamental and important ideals within our city-building tradition; they must not be
abandoned lightly, and certainly not unnecessarily. The livability of our streets and public
spaces depends on them.

We call on Council to carefully examine the need for buildings taller than six storeys. If
the Plan’s density targets can reasonably be achieved without resorting to their use, as we
maintain they can be, the proposed categories for taller buildings should be eliminated
from the Plan.

7.2.3. g) (pg. 73)

‘All buildings downtown should be finished with high quality, enduring materials, such as
stone, brick and glass. Glass should be transparent or tinted with a neutral colour.
Materials that do not age well, including stucco, vinyl, exterior insulation finishing
systems (EIFS) and highly reflective glass, shall not be permitted.’

Durability, per se, is not a subject well suited to high-level municipal controls because all
materials can be used poorly, and the durability of each is mostly determined by detailed
design, careful installation, and by the ease of maintenance. Furthermore, eliminating
stucco as an eligible finish is to discriminate against, what is arguably, the most
traditional of all building materials. Because of its versatility, economy, and ease of
maintenance, it continues to be used successfully around the world. And, when used
properly, it is a very durable material.

The promotion of architectural character and quality is a more suitable subject. Good
design should be the paramount goal, which in itself should result in the use of high
quality durable materials.

That being said, Guelph has a long tradition of restricting the palette of building materials
in the Downtown district, but for reasons not necessarily related to durability. According
to prominent local historian Gilbert Stelter, a 1946 city bylaw required the use of stone on
all facades along Wyndham Street. By that time, so many buildings had facades of local
limestone that its common use had become an important contributor to the unique
architectural character of Guelph.

The use of ‘Guelph formation limestone’, or a reasonable facsimile of it, for a significant
portion of the facades of all buildings along the primary streets, would be a simple and



effective way to continue in this effort of reinforcing Guelph’s unique character. We
think that our current council should mandate it, thus following in the tradition of
previous councils.

8.2 Design Review (pg. 88)

While we agree that a high level of design quality is very important, we are concerned
that the policies of the Plan do not provide sufficient guidance, or the appropriate
structure, for a design review process. We are also worried that, where the Plan does offer
guidance, it is of a kind that has not been adequately vetted by the broader community,
for that purpose.

For example, on page 42, the Plan states ‘South of the tracks, new buildings will take a
contemporary form....". It therefore appears that the use of historical styles would not be
encouraged, and that the authors are calling for a ‘modern’ look, whatever that means.

But, on what mandate would Council dictate on matters of architectural style? The
citizens of Guelph should be consulted, specifically, before any guidance is offered to any
design review panel. To do otherwise would be to act in an inappropriately elitist manner.

Unless structured very carefully, design review committees, and advisory processes, can
also cause other unintended and unwanted consequences. One of them is that some
developers could be tempted to reduce the amount of time spent on their internal design
processes, in order to reserve more time for the design review panel. This could result in
reduced design quality.

One way to provide a more appropriate structure for a design review process would be to
establish a Development Permit System for parts of, or perhaps the entire Downtown
district. The preparatory work required ensures that the public would have adequate
opportunity to assess whatever architectural design guidelines might be implemented.

Just as importantly, council would have the option to delegate design approval
responsibility to a committee, or to an individual representative. This would make it
practical for proponents to involve the city at the early stages of the design process.
Genuine city participation in the dialogue between the proponents and the designers
would be possible. The city, in this way, could become a functioning part of the design
team.

The best design usually comes about when there is both a desire for high quality, and the
opportunity for a genuine and developed dialogue between the designer and his/her
clients. Design-by-committee rarely, if ever, can successfully replace that formula. We
encourage council to explore the Development Permit System option, prior to the
establishment of any design review processes.



CONCLUSION

We hope that our comments are helpful to you, as you grapple with the immense
challenge of managing, potentially, explosive urban growth. Our aim is sincere, and
intended to aid in the refinement of the Plan, not to frustrate it.

Should council, or any member of staff, including your consultants, wish to discuss any
of these observations with us, we would be more than pleased and would try hard to make
ourselves available to you.

Signed by:
Naomi Lane
Christopher Campbell
Helen Murphy
Wilfred Ferwerda
Charles Nixon
Unto Kihlanki
Paul Ross
David Krupp
Uli Walle
cc. Jim Riddell - Director Planning

Todd Salter - Manager Policy Planning
Ian Panabaker - Downtown Manager
David DeGroot - Planner
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The Guelph Chamber of Commerce sees the need to have an integrated approach to the
development of Guelph’s downtown, as discussed in the amended Downtown Secondary Plan.
The concepts outlined in the plan need to be tested against what makes business sense to provide
creative solutions towards doing something magnificent for the city, and to make it workable for
those who are willing to invest in our downtown. Places to Grow mandates aggressive growth
targets for our community that can only be reached by thinking big, and looking at new
approaches to move us from concept to implementation. We need residential development for tax
revenue, more residents, more daytime vibrancy, and the resulting greater business development
in our Downtown and around our City.

There are some concerns that items contained in the Secondary Plan would ordinarily appear in
zoning or bylaw documents. One example relates to restrictions to footplates or floor space
indexes, which limit the amount sites can be developed and therefore limit the possibility of
attaining residential goals. Putting height limitations within the Official Plan instead of within
bylaws puts a further restriction on development ideas, potentially limiting solutions that could
be workable from both financial and aesthetic perspectives. This results in a one size fits all
strategy that does not consider the unique contexts of varying neighbourhoods. The Secondary
Plan shows some parcels of land being split by access ways, which when combined with
setbacks from rail lines make sites unattractive to development. An example of this is the
splitting of a development site by extending Surrey Street to leave a development parcel
stranded against a railway track which needs 30 meter easements. Developers have
commented that no other municipality in Southwestern Ontario is as onerous on restrictions at
the Official Plan level. This forces developers to enter a project considering the fastest route to
the OMB, a further increased cost to the community.

Guelph is at a critical juncture in having some early successes to be catalysts for future
development. Under consideration is a project for developing land adjacent to the Cooperators
by Tricar. Tricar has been involved with over $160m of developments in assessed value for the
downtown of London. This has been a significant part of the 59% increase in assessed value in
London’s downtown since 2002. Apart from the obvious increased tax revenue, this has helped
to spur a resurgence of investment in businesses in London’s downtown, as well as positive
social and economic benefits. Guelph has downtown development as a core goal of the
Prosperity 2020 economic development plan. Tricar could help to act as a catalyst for other
commercial and high density residential developments that are critical for Guelph to meet its
Prosperity 2020 goals adopted by City Council and provincial Places to Grow legislation. The
first project proposed is for roughly 300 residents. Places to Grow and Prosperity 2020 are each
calling for a combined increase of 6000, from the current 2500 to 8500 people by 2031. The
scale of this project is significant, but to put it in perspective, Guelph would need the equivalent
of 20 of these projects to meet our minimum goals. It is imperative we set the example on this
project to stimulate further development and investment in Guelph’s downtown.

The Guelph Chamber of Commerce has met with Tricar and other developers, who would all
support Tricar leading a successful development. Tax assessment on the first of two


mmercier
Text Box
#6


developments is $650,000 per year. Combined assessment is $1.2million. Delays in each
project result in a loss of $54,000 per month in taxes alone, not to mention other economic
development benefits. Time lines for these projects, including public consultation and City
Council presentations need to be confirmed in order to assess construction schedules for
developers. Leaving things open adds a level of uncertainty to all projects. The bar needs to be
set for this project to lead the way for other successful developments.

Fusion Homes developing the Kilmer/Woods property is another example of what might be done
to improve our residential inventory in the downtown. The Downtown Secondary Plan should
not inhibit, but should facilitate the creative use of this space. The combination of floor space
index and height limitations for this site could curtail what could be a very exciting project, for
the City and one that would enhance public space. Policies need to be flexible to allow for
creative solutions instead of imposing limitations at this time.

City staff maintains that the density goals referred to would be attained if every parcel of land
was developed as identified on the maps found in Schedules A-D in the Secondary Plan. We
believe that it is highly unlikely if not impossible for every parcel to be developed within the
time frame identified in Places to Grow and Prosperity 2020. If the 18 storey maximum was
achieved on both of Tricar’s properties they could be developed to their full potential and assist
the City in getting as close to their density targets as possible.

Details within the Secondary Plan documents have been discussed with City planning staff last
week and they communicated that the proposed extension of Fountain St is in fact an ‘Active
Transportation Link’ for pedestrian and cycling traffic only and not a road. Furthermore, they
indicated that the final location of this ‘Active Transportation Link’ would be determined
through an Urban Design Master Plan for the area and that the Link could be located on the north
or south edge of the ‘Marsh Tire’ site, or not on the site at all. There is an existing walkway to
the north of the site between it and the tracks, that would be suitable for pedestrian and bicycle
traffic, as well as the Surrey St extension that could be utilized. While this is good news it has
still been raised as an issue in a letter to the City regarding the Downtown Secondary Plan as
Tricar would like assurances that the final location will not be as is currently shown. One other
point related to this proposed ‘Active transportation link’; the current link separates the Marsh
Tire site and two different height designations have been placed on the resulting 2 ‘parcels’,
Tricar will be calling for the entire site to have the same 18 storey height designation.

The Guelph Chamber of Commerce is fully supportive of the Prosperity 2020 plan, and is aware
of the need to conform with Places to Grow. We are also cognizant of the fact that in order to
successfully achieve these goals, we need to move forward with plans that make good business
sense and are feasible for those willing to invest in the betterment of our community. It is
important to remember that those companies invest in more than buildings, they support the arts,
local businesses and many other aspects of what contribute to making a positive impact in our
community.



Guelph, N1E 4T8
November 2, 2011
To: Guelph City Council

I have reviewed the Downtown Guelph Secondary Plan. Overall, it is a positive and forward
thinking plan. In particular, making sure that the river is protected and is a focal point and that
there is local green space will help to make the area attractive for people living so close to the
downtown business area.

I wish to address two areas of concern.
Firstly, I draw your attention to the line on page 8 (26) that states:

Minimize and mitigate traffic impacts on existing residential neighbourhoods within and
surrounding Downtown.

Thank you for putting this concern directly into the plan. As the number of people increases on
the new Arthur Street South (old Woods plant) site and with the proposed 18 story condo on the
Co-operators site, the amount of traffic using residential streets on the periphery such as Arthur
Street, will increase. I request that measures are put into place before building begins on these
sites.

Measures in the recent past have not been adequate. Speed humps that were put in a few years
ago on Arthur Street North were designed for collector roads not those for residential streets
(such as Dufferin) and therefore have not had the traffic calming that the Allen’s Mill
Neighbourhood expected. Please have traffic services review this and replace the current speed
bumps with the kind that are on Dufferin Street.

Secondly, I am sure that City Council will review the plans for an 18 story development on lower
Macdonnell very carefully. Please consider the overall height in relation to the existing

buildings and sight lines. At this point, it would seem that a 12 or 14 story building would be
more appropriate.

I request that I receive notice of any and all meetings regarding the development of both the
Arthur Street and Macdonnell Street sites. | am anticipating that neighbourhood involvement
will be sought regarding the proposed development on Macdonnell.

Yours sincerely,

Do Johns

Leanne Johns
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November 2, 2011

juelph.ca

Via-email: clerks@

The Corporatian of the City of Guelph:
{:sty Hall

Gu&iph; ﬁ‘N, NIH3A1

Attention: Tina Agniello, Acting City Cletk

Dear Ms. Agnello:

Re:  Cityof Guelph Downtown Secondary Pla

150 Wéikngtan StE
1482152 MacDohell St

Please accept this letter as formal submission of tomments régarding the City of Guelph's proposed
Downtown Secondary Plan in addition to how it's policies relate to two major downtown parcels owned
‘by Tricar or related companies, known mnmmpa lly'as 150 Wellington St E, and 148-15 Mafdnnéﬂ st

t Thrasugﬁ the dev 'lapmem Qf luxwy wites,\ a@artmxent ami cendgmimum hving;bemmes redeﬁmzd
he ‘empty nesters” and proféssionals that seek the vibrant, active lifestyle that core
living offers.  Many of the broad policies and objectives found in'the proposed plan will prove.
extremely beneficial to the downtown core and the City of Guelph asa whole. Many of these policies, in
line with the provincially mandated Places to Grow legislation, will help to-encourage sustainable
development and create a substantial base of residents that will ensure that downtown Guelph
becomes a vibrant place in which to live, work, and play for the long term.

Through our review of the Downtown Secondary Plan there are specific policies within the plan thatwe
wish to.address.

3800 Colonel Talbot Road, London, Ontario N6P 1H5
Phone: (519) 652-8900  Fax: (519) 652-8905 Page 1
Home page; www.fricancom v E-mail; ttig@tricar.com
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Regarding 150 Wellington St E, the Proposed Plan provides little justification for the location of the

Active Transport Link contained in section 11:1.7.3.9 that is currently shown as bisecting the site. Inour

apmizm this new link may riot be Justified nor required as there is.an existing pedestrian connection
mediately north of the site located on City lands. The site is constrained by a minimum 30 meter

setback from the railway line to any residential building, therefore if the dissection of the site wereto
oceuras is currently fllustrated on Schedules A-D; it would render the lands undevelopable. It is our
understanding that the location of the Active Transport Link has the potential to be moved elsewhere on
the site'or onto adjacent lands {including further south towards Surrey St or to the north of the site
whefe a gedestﬁan ;aatbway ¢ nrrent y exists) and iﬁat thfs will be deaﬁ:w th thmmgh an tirban Design

Trausg:mtatlnn Linkonor ad;a::eﬂt 1o our sfte pravzéiad : dees mat eacumb&r ti}at funatmnahty ofthe -
site as it refates to the construction of a high tise residential development.

‘11 i ? &3 fh) Tbe ;ampaﬁeci pfan s hgghiy, ‘ out:

to justify policies referencing architectural maxsmg within tha ,;:g ' gxft af ,the ziqwn;awn or detaﬁada
provisions with respect to floor plate sizes and length to width ratio. Further, the Plan's policies have
the clear intent to treat residential buildings as more ‘sculptural’ objects. It failsto recognize that there
are ctitical structural, economic, energy, and social-considerations inherent in the design and
functioning of residential high rise buildings. The attempt in the Proposed Plai to place limits on floor
plate sizes limits the number of units'.on each floor, and limits the size of units.on each floor. The
Proposed Plan references no date or studies regarding the needs, preferences, or economic
opportunities of the proposed downtown population figures. The Proposed Plan attempts to
regulate/control new residential development by prescriptive sculptural standards that have
inappropriate and unjustified economic impacts on redevelopment. Such matters, even if justifiable ina
planning document, are better addressed at the zoning by-law stage after detailed site research has
‘been conducted.

Page 2



Section 11.1.7.2.3 (e) sets out a requirement that residential pick-up and drop-off areas as well as lay-
bys be located on secondary or local streets as opposed to primary streets. This poses a major problem
f@mgr two-above noted properties as they are both located on primary streets with no access to
secondary or focal roads. This section should be amended to read ‘where applicable’ in order to
accommodate situations such as this one; |

Secﬁnn m 1 ; 3.4 {e] %,féqwres gmumd ﬁaor he;ghts to be ami inieum of 4.5 meters, tms can be onereus

;zarkmg garage faar hexght fmm 3 i) meters m 4 5 meters, an adéitmﬂa! 14 meirers af iength te thqe ramp:
isTequired; As stated previously, significant design challenges-and inefficiencies will be created due: to
the arrangement of multilevel stiuctures, The appearance ofa h;gher ground floor can be achieved
through various architectural design and fagade features, rather than -applying a general requirement to
alter the actual interior floor height..

Section’11,1.7.3.6 states buildings within Mixed Use 1 shall have a substantial step back above the

fourth storey. In the developmen th projects it is our intent to work within this guideline as much

as reasonably possible; however certain portions of the structure may require the fagade to be
wnt%numz frﬂm tha base to the top of the, buildiag ln i:he desrgn cf h gh rise simntwes, a s;mpi‘a aﬁs&t

set back at certain sections of the J:miidings fagade

The Tricar Group is committed to working collaboratively with the City of Guelph to-achieve its goal of
bringing more residents and businessesinto the downtown through proper planning and
implementation. Please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned if you wish to meet in person to
further discuss these comments.

Regards,

Joe Carapella
President, The Tricar Group
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+ ZELINKA PRIAMO LTD
A Professionat Plaming Practice

VIA EMAIL & COURIER
November 2, 2011

City of Guelph

Community and Development Services
1 Carden Street

Guelph, ON

N1H 3A1

Attention: Mr. Jim Riddell, MCIP, RPP
Director, Community Design& Development Services

Dear Sir:

Re: Draft Downtown Secondary Plan

As you are aware, the Tricar Group is the owner of 150 Wellington Street in the City of
Guelph. This property on Wellington Street located at the eastern end of Fountain Street
represents the majority of land identified as the Wellington/Neeva Area on Schedule ‘C’
Land Use of Draft Downtown Secondary Plan. The northern edge of these lands is
adjacent to the CNR Main Lines.

While the Proposed Secondary Plan contains many bold initiatives, the extension of
Fountain Street taken in combination with the Draft Secondary Plan’s policies for Land
Use and Built Form and the required 30m setback from the CNR Main Lines, will
eliminate the potential development of high-density residential uses on the Trica
Group’s lands. '

1. The Extension of Fountain Street

The extension of Fountain Street proposed in Section 11.1.4.2.7 of the Draft Secondary
Plan is shown on all of the schedules to the Draft Secondary Plan (Schedule A, B, C,
and D).

“The new potential streets and laneways shown in Schedule A are conceptual; their
location and alignment may be modified without amendment to this plan, provided the
general intent of the plan is satisfied. Modifications may also be further addressed
through the completion of an Urban Design Master Plan where applicable. The purpose
is to create a street network with urban block sizes that support the use of active
transportation. As identified in Schedule A, the following potential new Local Streets are
planned Downtown.

318 Wellington Road London, Ontario N6C 4P4
TEL (519) 474-7137 FAX (519) 474-2284
Email: zp@zpplan.com
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a) The direct and logical connection of Fountain Street to Wellington Street by way
of a Local Street or by way of an active transportation link.”

Although Section 11.1.4.2.7 proposes that modifications may be made to the alignment
of potential new streets and lanes, the language of clause a) is very specific and the
implications of providing an active transportation link, are unclear since active
transportation link is not a term used in the City of Guelph Official Plan. Table 1 of the
Draft Secondary Plan shows the rights-of-way width of a Local Street to be 18m+. The
Draft Secondary Plan also identifies these lands as a strategic location for significant
building height. However, the extension of Fountain Street would consume developable
land and arbitrarily divide the Tricar Group’s lands into two smaller parcels, rendering the
lands undevelopable for high-density residential uses. The northern part of what would
be two smaller parcels of land is further constrained by the required 30m setback from
the CNR Main Lines.

The proposed extension of Fountain Street is graphically identified on all schedules to
the Draft Secondary Plan (Schedules A, B, C, and D) with the notation “Potential Local
Street or Active Transportation Link” while, at the same time, the common base drawing
for all schedules shows the extension of Fountain Street as a local municipal street in
the same graphic fashion as all existing streets in the Draft Secondary Plan area. This
depiction of the extension of Fountain Street takes on specific importance in Schedule
“C” Land Use Plan where the street extension is clearly shown as an existing street and
is used to draw a spatial separation between land use designations on the Tricar Group
lands. In a similar and co-ordinated fashion, Schedule “D” Minimum and Maximum
Building Heights shows the street extension and uses it to spatially separate the height
ranges of 3-6 storeys from 6-18 storeys. To maintain flexibility for the development of
these lands the division/spatial separation of land uses and building heights need not be
tied to presence of a Local Street in the Draft Secondary Plan's Schedules. To maintain
flexibility for the development of these strategically placed lands and to preserve the
conceptual nature of a potential pedestrian connection from Fountain Street to
Wellington Street, the street extension should be removed from the base drawing
underlying the schedules attached to the Draft Secondary Plan.

2. Land Use and Built Form

Section 11.1.7.2.3 of the Draft Secondary Plan proposes additional built form policies
that are to apply to all of the Downtown.

‘e) Residential pick-up and drop-off areas and lay-bys should be located on Secondary
or Local streets and/or Laneways, and not on Primary streets.”

This prohibition against access to pick-up and drop-off areas on Primary streets may not
be applicable to all locations and may produce constraints, limiting appropriate
interaction between buildings and streetscapes.

‘h)  The massing and articulation of buildings taller than six storeys shall moderate their
perceived mass and shadow impacts, provide appropriate transitions to areas with
lower permitted heights, and contribute to a varied skyline in which the Church of Our
Lady is most prominent. Generally, the maximum floorplate of any floor above the
sixth storey, where permitted, shall be 1,200 square metres. Furthermore, the

Zelinka Priamo Ltd. Page 2
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floorplates of floors above the eighth storey, where permitted, generally be a
maximum of 1000 square metres and should not exceed a length to width ratio of
1.5:1.”

These blanket controls on the size and distribution of floor area risk treating buildings as
sculptural objects within the landscape and may not reflect site constrains or economic
viability of specific sites. The size of a floorplate limits the number of units on each floor
and/or limits the size of units on each floor. The number of units per floor can negatively
affect such areas as construction costs, ongoing energy consumption, building
maintenance costs, and overall economic viability. The determination of unit size and
location is also influenced by local/regional construction practices, land values,
population demographics, and local market preferences. These proposed policies were
first introduced in the Downtown Guelph Secondary Plan Study and were not at that time
supported by research regarding site constraints, or the needs, preferences, and
economic opportunities of the projected Downtown population.

Section 11.1.7.3.4 proposes on ‘key streets, active frontages will be achieved to
reinforce the role of these streets or portions of streets as commercial, pedestrian-
oriented, urban streetscapes. The following shall apply to development on properties
where active frontage is required, as identified in Schedule C:

e) Ground floor heights will generally be a minimum of approximately 4.5 metres floor to
floor, and windows shall correspond appropriately to the height of ground floors.
Generally, a large proportion of the street-facing ground floor wall of a new mixed-
use building shall be glazed.”

The scope of this policy does not recognize the potential design complexity of mixed-use
buildings that often have to resolve a number of issues related to floor to floor height,
such as the integration of interior enclosed parking structures. In order to provide
flexibility for the design of larger complex mixed-use buildings, controls of this nature
may best be addressed through the zoning.

Section 11.1.7.3.6, proposes policies for the massing of buildings in Mixed Use 1 areas
such that:

“To respect the historic character of the Downtown and ensure a human-scale
pedestrian realm, buildings taller than 4 storeys in Mixed Use 1 areas shall have a
substantial stepback above the fourth storey generally in the range of 3-6 metres from
the front of the building fronting a public street or park, except on Gordon Street and
Wellington Street, where a stepback of 3-6 metres is required above the sixth storey.”

In many respects the ability of a building to shift or terrace its massing is conditional on
the resolution of competing demands arising from its functional program, structural
system, and site constraints. Depending on the specific materials and architectural
design of a building a stepping back of much less than 3 metres may more than meet
the objectives to respect the historic character of the Downtown and ensure pedestrian-
scale. This policy places too much reliance on the ability of massing to address these
issues and may preclude or dissuade superior design solution in some circumstances.

Zelinka Priamo Ltd. Page 3
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The Tricar Group is committed to continuing to work collaboratively with City staff
regarding the development of their lands. We would be pleased to meet with you to
discuss our comments further. Should you have any questions, or require further
information, please do not hesitate to call.

Yours very truly,

ZELINKA PRIAMO LTD.

Michael C. Hannay B.E.S., B.Arch., MRAIC, MCIP, LEED® AP BD+C

cc. Ms. Tina Agnello - City Clerk, City of Guelph
Mr. Chris Leigh — Tricar Group (EMAIL ONLY)
Mr. Alan Patton — Patton Cormier & Associates (EMAIL ONLY)

Zelinka Priamo Ltd. Page 4
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David deGroot

From: Jamie Ferguson o
Sent: November 4, 2011 12:09 PM
To: ClerksDept

Cc: David deGroot

Subject: OPA 43

Good afternoon Tina,

We note that our comments from our letter issued May 2011 have been addressed with the current document. At this
time we have not further comments. Please keep us notified of OPA 43.

Sincerely,
Jamie

Jamie Ferguson B.Sc. {Agr.}, M.Sc.
Resource Planner

Grand River Conservation Authority
400 Clyde Road, Box 729

Cambridge, Ontario N1R 5W6

Tel: 519.621.2763 x2238

Fax: 519.621.4945

www.grandriver.ca
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ng their logicz  As ther hand full of siles that may have an
ability to exceed this foot printing, we suggest that this matler be dealt with on 2 site specific
bagis and regulated through zaning rules, not ﬁﬂ‘iﬁtai plan policy.

Canversion of entire Wellington Street Commercial Plazas to Parkland:

We believe this goal to be unachievable without severe fina ial implications 1o the economic
model of how many of the infrastructure and public sxpenditures contemplated under the plan
will be paid for. ‘ E ‘ . :
Creating significant parkland within the zone is nol a readily achisvable goal however improving
aceess lo exieting parkiand, particular for the emerging neighbourhood in and arcund the
Weliington Street corridor, is. We suggest that only the most eastern area of this sife be
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ASTRID J. CLOS

PLANNING CONSULTANTS

January 19, 2012 Project No. 0910

Guelph City Hall
1 Carden Street
Guelph, Ontario
N1H 3A1

Attention:  David de Groot, MEDS, RPP, MCIP, Urban Designer

Re: Official Plan Amendment 43 (Downtown Secondary Plan)
Rykur Holdings Inc.

71 Wyndham Street South

| am the planning consulting for Rykur Holdings Inc. for the property located at 71
Wyndham Street South. Thank you for your letter dated December 19, 2011 provided
to the attention of Tom Lammer requesting further information by January 20, 2012 for
this propsal. Your letter requested information regarding, “the rationale for increasing
the building height such as the general concept demonstrating how the building could fit
on the site within the neighbourhood context and how it could be consistent with the
overall proposed principles, objectives and built directions of the Downtown Secondary
Plan.” This submission is intended to address your request.

Guelph Official Plan November 2006 Consolidation

In the City of Guelph's existing Official Plan, 71 Wyndham Street South is designated as
“General Residential.” The “General Residential’ designation permits all forms of
residential development. The existing Official Plan includes compatibility criteria but
does not include height restrictions or floor plate restrictions. These are properly
regulated in the Zoning By-law. | note that the 10 storey apartment building located at
60 Wyndham Street, which is located in proximity to the subject property, is also
designated “General Residential.”

Section 7.4, Objective c) of the Official Plan, is to “to promote the continued economic
viability, intensification and revitalization of the Downfown.” It is important that the
Downtown Secondary Plan not impose constraints which make it more difficult for the
downtown to thrive.

423 Woolwich Street, Suite 201, Guelph, Ontario, N1H 3X3
Phone (519) 836-7526 Fax (519) 836-9568 Email astrid.clos@ajcplanning.ca
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Preliminary Design Proposal

Please find a Preliminary Design Proposal for the property, prepared by Roth Knibb
Architects Inc., enclosed. The proposal for 71 Wyndham Street South is for a 12 storey
residential building with a conceptual range of 85 to 100 residential units. A two level
parking structure, both underground and above ground, is included in this proposal.
The design of the residential building has its main entrance oriented to the street. The
building is less than 40m in length and does not have a long frontage along the public
street. The proposed building addresses the river by proposing a terrace along the
Speed River. A new linear pedestrian trail along the river's edge will be created by the
redevelopment of this site.

Proposed Downtown Secondary Plan OPA No. 43

The Draft Secondary Plan proposes a height restriction of 3 to 6 storeys for 71
Wyndham Street South.

In Schedule C — Land Use Plan of the Draft Official Plan Amendment 43, 71 Wyndham
Street South is proposed to be designated as “Mixed Use 1" and on Schedule D -
Minimum and Maximum Building Heights as 3-6 storeys. We are hereby requesting that
the designation in Schedule C be “Residential 2" and on Schedule D the minimum and
maximum Building Height be 4 -12 storeys.

Section 2.4.6.1 of the Official Plan targets a minimum density of 150 people and jobs
per hectare by 2031. The subject property is owned by a local developer who has the
expertise and ability to assist the City in meeting this target. An important goal of the
Official Plan is to protect heritage buildings. The subject property does not contain any
heritage buildings and is available for redevelopment. An additional goal of the Official
Plan is to increase connectivity in the open space linkages along the Speed River. The
redevelopment of this site will provide an important trail linkage along the Speed River.
The subject property is not located in a “Protected public view corridor” and is therefore
an ideal site for a taller building. The policies of the Downtown Secondary Plan should
permit and encourage the positive intensification proposed for this property.

Vision

The proposed Vision of the Downtown Secondary Plan is that, “By 2031, Downtown
Guelph will have developed beyond its historical pattern into a distinct urban centre that
is Guelph’s showcase for high-density, sustainable living.” The restrictive building
heights proposed for the subject property of 3 to 6 storeys will not permit 71 Wyndham
South to be part of the achieving this vision.
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The Downtown Secondary Plan, Vision includes, “In the historic heart of the Downfown,
the existing character will have been enhanced, and taller buildings will have been
strategically located at the periphery, where they have minimal direct impacts on
existing neighbourhoods.” The subject property is not located in the historic heart of
the Downtown where the existing character is to be enhanced. The subject site is
strategically located at the periphery of the Downtown where an adjacent land use is an
existing 10 storey apartment building and taller buildings are anticipated to be located.
Redevelopment of the subject property will have minimal direct impacts on the existing
neighbourhood.

Principles

An important objective in the Downtown Secondary Plan is to “conserve significant
heritage structures”. The subject property does not contain any significant heritage
structures, unlike many other properties located in the Downtown, and is therefore
available to be redeveloped and assist the City in meeting its population and density
targets.

Principle 2 of the Downtown Secondary Plan determines that, “More people living in the
Downtown will be critical fo adding and maintaining economic vitality and creating a
vibrant place to live.” The owner of this property would like to assist the City by
bringing more residents to the Downtown to add to its economic vitality. The proposed
restrictive building height will not permit this to happen.

A target of 8,500 people living in the Downtown by 2031 has been established in the
Downtown Secondary Plan. A number of the properties located in the downtown have
higher land values as existing commercial uses, require assembly with additional
parcels, are owned by a public body, are contaminated, contain heritage buildings or
are located in a protected public view corridor. These properties are either not available
for residential redevelopment or will be very difficult to develop for this purpose. 71
Wyndham South is a site that has none of these constraints and is available to be
redeveloped if the City will increase the maximum building height to 12 storeys.

One of the Principles in the Downtown Secondary Plan is to “Reconnect with the River”.
The subject property is located on the Speed River, proposes a terrace along the river
which will address the river, and will establish a linear pedestrian connection along the
river's edge. The redevelopment of the subject property will help establish a continuous
riverfront recreation trail.

Principle 8 is to “Build Beautifully.” The owner of this property has received 3 Urban
Design Awards for projects completed within the City of Guelph. He has retained a
respected architect to assist him with this project and is committed to working with the
City to ensure that the new building becomes part of the Downtown’s high quality urban
environment.
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The Economic Development policy of the Downtown Secondary Plan 11.1.3.2.1 states
that the “City will promote Downtown as a focal point for private investment.” Private
investment in the Downtown can be promoted by providing a positive policy framework
which allows experienced local developers to invest in the Downtown.

Section 11.1.3.2.5 states that, “the City will continue to review its regulating tools and
processes and identify opportunities to promote, facilitate and support the economic
vitality of Downtown.” The City could promote, facilitate and support the economic
vitality of Downtown by not imposing building height restrictions and floor plate
restrictions in the Downtown Secondary Plan which will not allow downtown properties
to be redeveloped.

In section 11.1.4.2.2 of the Downtown Secondary Plan, Primary Streets are identified
and listed. The Primary Streets listed in this section do not include Wyndham Street
South however, in Schedule “A” to the Downtown Secondary Plan; Wyndham Street
South appears to be identified as a Primary Street. This is quite possibly a mapping
error which should be corrected. Wyndham Street South should more appropriately be
identified as a Secondary Street similar to Neeve Street. (this change should be
reflected in Schedule “A”, Table 1 and section 11.1.4.2.4 of the Downtown Secondary
Plan)

11.1.4.4.4 "All apartment buildings shall include secure, indoor private bicycle parking
and storage facilities.” The proposed apartment building for 71 Wyndham Street South
will include secure indoor parking and storage facilities.

In section 11.1.7 of the Downtown Secondary Plan is states that, “In the core of
downtown, most blocks will have a mix of uses, and on key streets, buildings must be
mixed-use, with active commercial uses on the ground floor and other uses on the
upper floor.” Key streets should not include Secondary Streets. Secondary Streets do
not have the traffic and pedestrian volumes to sustain healthy commercial uses. In
addition, the established and historic commercial areas should be strengthened by the
Downtown Secondary Plan not eroded by them.  The objectives refer to “reinforcing
(upper) Wyndham Street, MacDonell Street and Quebec Street as Downtown’s main
commercial streefs while encouraging retail establishments in other areas as well.”
How can this policy reinforce the Downtown’s main commercial streets?

Schedule D of the Downtown Secondary Plan identifies “Protected public view
corridors” where taller buildings will not be permitted to be located. The 71 Wyndham
Street South property is not located within a “Protected public view corridor.” The site is
therefore presumably available to accommodate a taller building.

Section 11.1.7.2.3 h) “Generally, the maximum floorplate of any floor above the sixth
storey, where permitted, shall be 1,200 square metres. Furthermore, the floorplates of
floors of floors above the eighth storey, where permitted, generally be a maximum of
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1,000 square melres and should not exceed a length to width ration of 1.5:1.” These
regulations are more properly included in a zoning by-law and should be removed from
the Downtown Secondary Plan. Will an Official Plan Amendment be required for
proposals which to not conform with these strict regulations?

11.1.7.2.4 ¢) “parking for apartment dwellings, including visitor parking, generally shall
be located in underground or above-ground structures...” The proposal prepared by
Roth Knibb Architects Inc. proposes a two level parking structure with both underground
and above-ground levels and access from the rear of the property, where the site
elevation is lower, and is not from the pubic street.

11.1.7.2.4 e) “generally no parking shall be permitted between the front of the building
and the street fo help create pedestrian-friendly streetscapes.” The proposal for the
subject property has no parking spaces between the building and the street.

The subject property should be identified as a “Residential 2° Area on Schedule C of the
Downtown Secondary Plan. Section 11.1.7.8.1 identifies “Residential 2" Areas as
‘those areas within Downtown where, based on location, size and configuration of
properties, high density forms of housing are appropriate.” The 71 Wyndham South
site has a location, size and configuration appropriate for a high density form of housing.

11.1.7.8.3 “In addition fo the general policies of Section 11.1 7.2 of the Downtown
Secondary Plan, the following built form policies shall apply fo development in
Residential 2 areas:

a) Buildings shall be massed to minimize as much as is practical the extent and
duration of shadows on parks, adjacent residential uses, other public open
space, private amenity space and retail streets in the spring, summer and fall.

b) Where buildings greater than 6 storeys are permitted, the portion of a building
above the sixth storey shall be substantially stepped back, generally greater than
3 metres from the edge of the building fronting a public street or park.

c) All buildings should have detailed and well articulated street level fagades with
high quality materials. Blank walls facing a street or public open space shall be
avoided.

d) Apartment buildings shall generally be limited in length, generally to not more
than than 60metres long, and blocks of townhouses shall generally not be more
than 40 metres long.

e) Apartment buildings in Residential 2 Areas shall generally incorporate 1-2 storey
grade-related units (e.g. townhouses).”
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The Preliminary Design Proposal prepared by Roth Knibb Architects Inc. for 71
Wyndham Street South proposes the building mass along the street in a location to
minimize the shadows on the Speed River public open space. The design of the
proposed building is stepped back. The main entrance to the building is at street level
and facing onto the street. There will not be a blank fagade facing onto the public
street. The apartment building will be less than 40 metres long along the public street.

Requested Changes to the Downtown Secondary Plan

In summary, we are respectfully requesting that the following changes be made to the
Downtown Secondary Plan as it relates to 71 Wyndham Street South:

1. On Schedule A, Wyndham Street South should be identified as a “Secondary
Street” not a “Primary Street.” (this change should also be reflected in Table 1
and section 11.1.4.2.4 of the Downtown Secondary Plan)

2. On Schedule C, the subject property should be identified as “Residential 2” not
“Mixed Use 1”.

3. On Schedule D the subject property should be identified with a Minimum and
Maximum Building Height of “4 - 12 storeys” not “3 — 6 storeys.”

4. Section 11.1.7.2.3 h) references to floorplates should be removed from the
Downtown Secondary Plan.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments with respect to the Downtown
Secondary Plan. We would be pleased to meet you on site at 71 Wyndham Street
South to discuss these comments further. We look forward to reviewing the revised
Downtown Secondary Plan.

Yours truly,

Astrid Clos, RPP, MCIP

cc: Jim Riddell, General Manager, Planning and Building Services
Todd Salter, Manager of Policy Planning and Urban Design
Tom Lammer, Rykur Holdings Inc.

Enclosure: Preliminary Design Proposal, prepared by Roth Knibb Architects Inc.
(0910.Downtown Secondary Plan.doc)
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Thete are examples, in both Chicago along the Chicago River, and in San Anlonio in the

Rwe:fwam section, where public access along the river has been pﬂ}mdm mg,ht at the 1 vers adga
; c:rn in some cases ﬁy a cantilevered walkway over t?ie water  as part of redevelopment
sort iﬁ}f zmagmame xﬁaﬁmag that wmﬁd be famlzt&t&d %33! creaim ofa s;;ecxa%mﬁd mm

(2) 1 strongly support the recommendation in the Secondary Plan to have a riverside park use for
the portion of the west bank of the Speed River from Neeve Street to the existing Royal City
Park. As part of this conversion there should be s;;sacm% mnmdemﬁm given to the south east

1


mmercier
Text Box
#15





#16

November 7, 2011

Jim Riddell, MCIP, RPP

General Manager, Planning & Building Services
City of Guelph

City Hall

1 Carden St.

Guelph, ON N1H 3A9

Re: OPA 43 - Downtown Guelph Secondary Plan

Dear Mr. Riddell,

Bell Canada is pleased to have the opportunity to participate and comment on OPA 43 —
Downtown Guelph Secondary Plan (Envision Guelph Downtown), and the draft
Streetscapes policies specifically. It is our understanding that this OPA builds upon the
policies of the existing Official Plan and OPA 39 which outlines the City’s growth
management and urban structure as it relates to the Downtown Guelph Urban Growth
Centre. It also ensures conformity with Provincial policy.

As you are aware, Bell Canada is Ontario’s principal telecommunications infrastructure
provider. The Bell Canada Act, a federal statute, requires that Bell manage and operate
most of the trunk telecommunications system in Ontario. Bell is also responsible for the
infrastructure that supports most 911 emergency services in the Province.

The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) and the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden
Horseshoe (Places to Grow) both strongly support the integrated planning of communities,
including telecommunications infrastructure. The PPS specifically requires that “planning
for infrastructure and public service facilities shall be integrated with planning for growth
so that these are available to meet current and projected needs” (Section 1.6.1).
Furthermore, the PPS states that infrastructure should be located to support the delivery of
emergency management services (Section 1.6.3). We note that the definition of
infrastructure in the PPS includes communications/telecommunications.

It is our understanding that as part of this initiative the City will also be preparing a
Downtown Implementation Strategy to identify short, medium and long-term strategies
and key initiatives in this area. In order to undertake this in a comprehensive way, it is
important to understand that different types of growth and development place varying
demands on telecommunications networks and its associated support infrastructure, as well
as the complexity of expanding and enhancing these networks. Accommodating growth,
both through outward expansion of an urban area and through intensification, infill and
redevelopment will be key components in achieving the vision for the Downtown Guelph

Beli Canada

Development and Municipal Services Control Centre
Floor 5 BLUE, 100 Borough Drive

Toronto, Ontario

MIP 4W2

Telephone 905-853-4044
Fax 905-895-3872
john.lachapelle@bell.ca
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November 7, 2011 2

Secondary Plan area. Beyond simply extending fibre or copper cable, growth and
development can precipitate the need for reinforcement and replacement of the support
infrastructure. Reinforcement and replacement of the telecommunications network can
represent an extensive and costly undertaking, which needs to be managed to avoid
disruption of public services. This is particularly critical in relation to the provisioning of
911 emergency services and the services essential to the City of Guelph’s businesses
operating in a global economy.

In the context of telecommunications related policies in OPA 43, Bell is aware of the
public interest related to urban aesthetics, preserving heritage and the design of the public
realm. This interest must be balanced with the need to provide communities with essential
public services, such as utilities and telecommunication services. We are willing to work
with municipalities to ensure compatibility between our larger infrastructure and the
surrounding area. However, inflexible urban design and streetscaping guidelines create
very real concern, which may inhibit the servicing of community needs.

We have reviewed draft OPA 43, and would like to offer the following recommendations
relating to the provisioning of telecommunications infrastructure within the Downtown
area. To ensure consistency, these modifications build upon comments previously
submitted by Bell on other initiatives including the Official Plan update, OPA 39 and the
Urban Design Action Plan. Our modifications are shown in italics.

11.1.1 -~ Economic Development

This section recognizes the need to foster economic development within the Downtown
area and the importance of attracting investment in this area and the City as a whole. One
of the key components to achieving this goal will be ensuring that there is sufficient
infrastructure in place to meet the needs of residents and businesses. As a result, we
would ask that the following be added to Section 11.1.3.2.2 (Downtown Investment):

11.1.3.2.2 The City will continue to invest in infrastructure Downtown that
supports the viability and success of Downtown. This will include working with
infrastructure providers to ensure that sufficient services are, or will be in place to
support the proposed growth and development within the Downtown area.

11.1.5.1 — Streetscapes

Section 11.1.5.1 outlines the streetscape policies for the Downtown Guelph Secondary
Plan area and includes a recommendation to review and where appropriate revise the
City’s Downtown Public Realm Plan and Private Realm Manual. This includes addressing
“the location of electrical and telecommunication cabling and above ground utility
infrastructure so that their location and design contributes to an attractive public realm”.
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Bell is aware of the public interest related to urban aesthetics and the design of the public
realm. However, this interest must be balanced with the need to provide communities
with essential public services, such as utility and telecommunication services. Bell would
like to form collaborative relationships with municipalities to ensure compatibility
between our above-grade and larger infrastructure and the surrounding area. However,
inflexible urban design or public realm guidelines and policies create very real concern,
which may result in an inability to serve a community’s needs. Further, it is important for
the City to recognize that it is not always feasible to bury existing aerial infrastructure or
aerial extensions due to cost, size, maintenance, and access issues. Consequently, we
would ask that consideration of these issues be undertaken as part of the update to ensure
a consistent framework is created that will allow utility providers and the City to better
plan for and accommodate utility infrastructure, such as telecommunications, so that a
reduced quality of service to customers does not occur.

Bell Canada has produced an Urban Design Manual to provide assistance in making
informed decisions regarding the appropriate location of telecommunication infrastructure,
in a variety of urban and suburban contexts commonly found in Ontario. We understand
that the functional and technological requirements of this type of infrastructure are not
always understood with the ever-changing technological advancements being undertaken
by service providers to meet the public need. This Manual is intended to provide
guidelines, principles, and siting criteria to provide a greater understanding of the
provisioning needs of this type of infrastructure and ensure that telecommunications
infrastructure is both well integrated in the public realm, and of sufficient technical
resilience to provide for the increasing number and quality of services demanded by the
public. We would like to take this opportunity to provide you with a copy of the Urban
Design Manual, which will be sent as a hardcopy through the mail, and ask that it be
considered as part of this and future urban design initiatives undertaken by the City of
Guelph. We are also available to meet to discuss this initiative in more detail at your
convenience.

11.1.5.1.6

We would also note that Section 11.1.5.1.6 further outlines a desire to ensure that above-
ground utilities do not visually detract from a cohesive streetscape or become physical
barriers within the right-of-way. Although we understand the City’s desire to ensure a high
standard of urban aesthetics within the public realm, this must be done in a way that
recognizes the provisioning needs of these types of infrastructure, such as
telecommunications, in order to ensure that sufficient services are in place to meet the
public need. As a result, we would ask that the following be added to Section 11.1.5.1.6:

“To ensure above-ground utilities do not visually detract from a cohesive
streetscape or become physical barriers within the right-of-way, utilities such as
hydro and telecommunications equipment shall be located in inconspicuous areas
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that do not detract from the aesthetic appeal of the streetscape, including having

utilities clustered/screened to minimize visual zmpacts whm—th&-fe&r——yafé—m
. Underground

utilities are encouraged, where feasible. However Where it is not feasible, utility
providers are encouraged to consider innovative methods of containing utility
services on or within streetscape features such as gateways, lamp posts, transit
shelters, etc, when determining appropriate locations for large utility equipment
and utility cluster sites.

Our request to include the term “where feasible” is based on the need to provide Bell and
other utility providers with the security that the City comprehends the provisioning needs
of utility infrastructure and that placement of above-ground infrastructure within rear
yards, within buildings or underground is not always feasible due to size, safety,
maintenance, and access issues.

We would like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Downtown Guelph
Secondary Plan (OPA 42) and would ask that all documents and information including any
further meetings, reports, decisions, etc. related to this matter be forwarded to our
Development and Municipal Services Control Centre:

Mr. John La Chapelle, MCIP, RPP

Associate Director — Municipal Relations

Access Network Provisioning, Ontario

Development and Municipal Services Control Centre
Floor 5 BLUE, 100 Borough Drive

Toronto, Ontario

MI1P 4W2

If you have any questions, please direct them to the undersigned.

Yours truly,

John La Chapelle, MCIP, RPP
Associate Director, Municipal Relations
Access Network Provisioning, Ontario

cc: Chris Tyrrell - MMM Group Limited
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David deGroot

From: lan Findlay

Sent: November 9, 2011 5:38 PM

To: 'D.Picard’; Mayors Office; Andy VanHellemond
Cc: David deGroot

Subject: RE: downtown building restrictions
Categories: Red Category

David,

Thank you for your email and your perspective on the Downtown Secondary Plan.

I will forward you comments to our planning staff to be included when this matter returns to
Council for decision.

Best,
Ian

----- Original Maccaca....-
From: D.Picard |
Sent: November 9, 2011 2:14 PM

To: Ian Findlay; Mayors Office; Andy VanHellemond
Subject: downtown building restrictions

Ian

I read in Tuesday's Mercury about the controversial topic of height restrictions in the
downtown core. My opinion is that the height restrictions should be adhered to. The issue
that the provincial government has density quotas for downtown grow is probably only a
guideline. I have not read the legislation, but I can not conceive of a senior government
dictating what a municipality can or can not do?

The unique nature of Guelph height restriction is based on historical reference, relating to
the centre piece of Guelph, the Church of our Lady. This is a good policy; and I'm not a
Catholic. But, I realize the importance to the community and identity of the city, to
preserve older neighborhoods, building and character.

The builder can build elsewhere. There are plenty of other areas in Guelph where you can
build 18 store buildings.

The builders are only interested in making more money. That's why we have councilors to
protect the interests’ of the community at large.

Thank you

David Picard
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David deGroot

From: Lorraine Pagnan _

Sent: November 10, 2011 12:55 PM
To: David deGroot

Subject: Downrown secondary Plan
Categories: Red Category

Hi David,

I was at the council meeting on Monday night with regards to the downtown secondary Plan. I still have some
questions and hope that you can answer them for me and perhaps have them reflect the final plan.

My first question and concern is with regards to the traffic issues I see resulting from the downtown secondary
plan encroaching into the Ward. First with regards to the page labeled Mobility- a network for all modes. This
map shows the roads, all hierarchy of streets leaving the downtown. In my opinion it shows Ontario street as a
street to exit the downtown, which is not what Ontario Street is meant to act as. It is a local street meant for
local traffic not cut throught traffic. This map justs encourages the ongoing issue of shortcutting on this local
street. I find it very ironic also that no roads head onto Arthur N (which is a collector rd) or Grange street or
Queen. Seems like this neighbourhood is being protected from the cut through traffic. Also the Secondary
Plan Traffic study states that the road network can handle the extra traffic, even though for the Ward it goes
agianst what the Paradigm report stated what will need to be done as our neighbourhood changes and the
increase density that was even projected from the Ward 1 Community Improvement Plan. I spent alot of my
time and energy being involved in this plan hoping that traffic, which will become a real issue would have
implementation of Paridgm's recommendations. The Paradigm was adopted by the council of the day and
really should be incorporated into the palns for our neighbourhood especially now that a good portion of our
neighbourhood will become part of the downtown.

My other comment is with regards to the river trail between the covered bridge and Wyndham. I do have some
concerns about the potential loss of some of the businesses along there . I have been in Guelph all my life and
remember when Canadian Tire was down there. There was actually a better view of the river at key points
during that time . They weren't great but there were views and you could actually get to them. Is there not
some way that we could keep some businesses along the river by pushing some up closer to the street and have
parkland and trails in collaboration with businesses. As someone who walks and bikes to and from the
University it is an asset for me to have some of those businesses along there. I use the restaurants, pharmacy,
convenient stores, CD store and Vet Clinic. I can walk and bike to these businesses as they are close to where I
live.

My other concern is with regards to the lack of mention of the ensurance of protection of the heritage and
historical aspects of the Ward as an added goal of this Secodnary Plan.

I would appreciate a responce at your convenience and wished to be notified of future meetings etc.

Thanks for your time
Lorraine Pagnan
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David deGroot
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From: Vaille Laur

Sent: November 14, 2011 1:54 PM
To: David deGroot

Cc: Todd Salter

Subject: FW: Downtown highrises

fyi

Vaille Laur | Administrative Coordinator
T 519-837-5617
E vaille.laur@qguelph.ca

From: Mayors Office

Sent: November 9, 2011 9:37 AM

To: Planning Division Emails; ClerksDept
Subject: FW: Downtown highrises

From: J AKERSTREAM [ ...
Sent: November 8, 2011 9:13 PM

To: Todd Dennis; Karl Wettstein; Leanne Piper; Gloria Kovach; Maggie Laidlaw; Mayors Office

Subject: Downtown highrises

Hello. I have huge concerns re the high rise development proposais for downtown. You have been saying for years that
you want a beautiful and welcoming downtown. Now you want o ruin it, the view, the evolving culture? We just made

a purchase downtown, based SOLELY on the view from the apartment. Why are we moving? We are leaving our
beautiful home in the south end on Sagewood due to the overwhelming disturbances and destruction of our once
peaceful and beautiful area due to the overcrowding and obnoxious university student population. Now, that we have

made the heartbreaking choice to leave and finally after two years of looking find a quiet place with a view, you wiil allow
this to be spoiled as well. My heart is broken again, a home I was hoping to look forward to and now this. Please stop

this. Keep the buildings to 6 stories and let us see the churches, forests, river and wildlife. Thank you.
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PATTON CORMIER & ASSOCIATES

LAWYERS

Alan R. Patton, B.A., LLB. Elizabeth K. Cormier, B.A., LL.B.
Analee J.M. Fernandez, B.A.,, LLB. R. Arti Sanichara, Hons. B.E.S., LL.B.

November 25, 2011
File No.32175
via email: jim.riddell@guelph.ca

The Corporation of the City of Guelph
City Hall

1 Carden Street

Guelph, ON N1H 3A1

Attention:  Jim Riddell, MCIP, RPP
Director, Community Design & Development Services

Dear Sir:

Re: Downtown Guelph Secondary Plan and Proposed OPA 43

We are the solicitors for Ayerswood Development Corp. (“Ayerswood”), owner of land
municipally identifiec

The proposal within Official Plan Amendment 43 to designate a potential local street on
Ayersood’s land is unreasonable and without justification.

Further, the proposed policies of OPA 43 inappropriately establish details of building design
without regard to site specific conditions. Of specific concern is the proposed policy Section
7.3.6 which would require buildings taller than 4 storeys to have a minimum “stepback” of 3-6
metres from the front of the building. Since Ayerswood’s property fronts onto two streets such
“stepback” is unnecessary and inappropriate creating adverse impact for development on the
site. Further, the policy requirement is not warranted within the existing built context.

1512-140 Fullarton Street, London, ON N6A 5P2 tel: 519.432.8282  fax: 519.432.7285
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Patton Cormier & Associates
File No. 32913
Page 2

The Secondary Plan and OPA should be revised to address these legitimate concerns. We
further request to be notified in writing of any further meetings regarding this matter and that
we receive notice of any Council action or decision on this matter.

Yours truly
PATTON CORMIER & ASSOCIATES
per:

:_(é/ﬂif—;; .

Alan R. Patton
ARP/dr

apatton@pattoncormier.ca

cc: Tina Agnello - City Clerk, City of Guelph - via email: clerks@guelph.ca
David de Groot, City of Gueiph - via email: david.degroot@guelph.ca
Ayerswood Development Corp. - via email

Zelinka Priamo Litd.

1512-140 Fullarton Street, London, ON N6A 5P2 tel: 519.432.8282  fax: 519.432.7285



From: Vaille Laur

To: David deGroot

Subject: FW: re. changes to zoning regulations
Date: December 6, 2011 11:55:54 AM

Hi David

From: Mayors Office

Sent: December 5, 2011 10:53 AM

To: 'A CROWDER'

Cc: ClerksDept; Planning Division Emails
Subject: RE: re. changes to zoning regulations

Hello Adrienne,
Thank you for your email to Mayor Farbridge, which I have shared for her review.

1 have also copied our Clerks and Planning departments on this response to ensure that your comments are included in the public
record for this matter.

Thanks very much,

Kari Laursen, CHRP | Executive Assistant to the Mayor
Corporate Administration | Office of the Mayor

City of Guelph

E: kariJaursen@guelph.ca

T: 519-837-5643 | F: 519-822-8277

guelph.ca

From: ACROWDER , .. ..

Sent: December 4, 2011 8:56 PM

To: Mayors Office; Jim Furfaro; Bob Beil
Subject: re. changes to zoning regulations

Dear Mayor Farbridge and Councillors Furfaro and Bell,

I am writing to express my opposition to amendments to change the downtown zoning regulations to permit buildings over 6 stories
high.

I live downtown and love the fact that downtown Guelph has "small town charm”. The new changes to City Hall, the courts, and the
bus and train stations look great. They keep the character of the City which is typified by its stone buildings, its accessibility and its
history.

I believe that putting up a 18-story building would be out-of-character with the downtown. Six story buildings will allow us to meet
the projected increases for the downtown residential population. Why do we want one buliding towering above the rest of the skyline?
The Church of our Lady is a wonderful landmark that can be seen from all over the City. Having it share the skyline with an 18-story
condo tower would be a sad day for those of us who love the fact that the downtown is characterized by church steeples, the market

and unique, small retail stores.

Best Wishes,

Adrienne Crowder

#23
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From: Vallle Laur

To: Ravid deGroot; Todd Saiter

Subject: FW: arthur street and downtown redevelopment
Date: December 6, 2011 11:56:22 AM

From: Mayors Office

Sent: December 5, 2011 10:51 AM

To: 'Brenda Aherne'; Bob Bell

Ce: ClerksDept; Planning Division Emails; Joanne Starr

Subject: RE: arthur street and downtown redevelopment

Hello Brenda,

Thank you for your email to Mayor Farbridge, which I have shared for her review.

I have copied Joanne Starr from our Traffic division on this response for her review of your suggest regarding traffic calming measures
in the King, Arthur, Queen area. I have copied our Clerks and Planning departments to have them note your comments on the public
record regarding building height maximums and Macdonnell Street.

Thanks very much,

Kari Laursen, CHRP | Executive Assistant to the Mayor Corporate Administration | Office of the Mayor City of Guelph
E: kari.laursen@guelph.ca

T: 519-837-5643 | F: 519-822-8277

guelph.ca

----- Original Message-

From: Brenda Aherne _

Sent: December 5, 2011 8:02 AM

To: Bob Bell

Cc: Mayors Office

Subject: arthur street and downtown redevelopment

Hello Mayor Farbridge and Bob Bell,

As a resident of Ward 1, I would like to express my opinion on the downtown redevelopment plans.

I would like to see King, Arthur Queen area, recieve effective traffic calming measures before redevelopment.

I would like to see Guelph meet the criteria for redevelopment using only 6 story buildings.

This would be an opportunity to distinguish Guelph as an example of very forward thinking redevelopment and we could be become an
example of what to do in a downtown redevelopment plan.

I would also like to commend the present council and mayor for the work that is being done on the many wonderful projects that are
presently underway. Guelph will be a better place for these developments.

I would also like to see a redevelopment of what I feel could be one of the prettiest streets in any city in Ontario - Macdonnell Street.
The street needs TREES, perhaps a centre boulevard with trees and benches, rather than a delivery lane for beer trucks. The Church
of Our Lady is an architectural jewel in our downtown core and the steps up to it are broken and the garden uncared for at the
sidewalk level and the street borders on 'sordi+

These are my concerns as a resident of nd a business owner in the downtown.

thank you.

Brenda Aherne

#24
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2. 129 Wyndham Street (Social Services
a) Policy 11.1.7.3.4 (b) same as 1 (c) above.

3. 74 Woolwich Street
Schedule B (and C) identifies the County land surrounding the former jail (now Crown
Attorney’s office) as “Existing park and publicly accessible open space.” The County
has made significant efforts to landscape this area and it includes walkways and outdoor
seating areas for our staff. We know that many people use the property (particularly
photographers) and we welcome these people as they have always been respectful of
our lands. Public access to County property is a privilege not a right and the City's
official plan should not imply that the County’s lands are part of Guelph’s public realm.
Schedules B and C should be amended to remove the County lands.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please advise me of any decision related to
this official plan amendment.

Sincerely,

Gary Cousins, MCIP
Director of Planning and Development

C:

J. Riddeli

I. Pannabaker
T. Salter

D. Degroot
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DOWNTOWN ADVISORY COMMITTEE

MOTION —Feb 9, 2012

#28

THAT the Downtown Advisory Committee has reviewed the proposed Downtown
Secondary Plan, released October 13“‘, 2011, and have the following comments:

®

That there is a lot to be commended in the proposed plan in its advocacy for
Economic Vitality and its multi-dimensional considerations for the potential of
making Downtown Guelph a real place to live as well as a community hub.

As the volunteer committee working with the Downtown Renewal Office on
implementation of the DSP vision, the following remain concerns:

o There is the potential for specific numbers or criteria to cause unintended

problems once the plan has been adopted.
Recommendation: That the plan is clearer on the use and interpretation
of these criteria and remove any that are not essential.

That the parkland strategy at Wellington be made clearer within the plan
to avoid mis-interpretation or unintended impacts.

Recommendation: better graphics and links to policies.
Recommendation: more clarity on time-frames.

Recommendation: that a business case and acquisition strategy form
part of the analysis leading to the DSP policy recommendation.

That the built-form policies give some measure of control over future
development but that they don’t guarantee good-quality.
Recommendation: That Peer Review Panels and/or
bonusing/development-permitting systems be more central to the
achievement of quality projects in the downtown.

That consideration be given to more height in low-lying areas along
Wellington corridor for instance, to enable all potential sites to
contribute to the intensification goals by 2031 and beyond.

The Downtown Advisory Committee looks forward to the updated final version
of the Downtown Secondary Plan coming to Council early in 2012.
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March 23, 2012

City of Guelph

Community and Development Services
1 Carden Street

Guelph, ON

N1H 3A1

Attention: Mr. Todd Salter, MCIP, RPP

Dear Sir:

Re: Proposed Downtown Secondary Plan (October 2011)
Our File 10-664

As you are aware, we act as planning consultants to Kilmer Brownfield
Management Limited (‘Kilmer’) manager of Arthur EMPC Four Limited owned
lands located on Arthur Street South and known as the ‘Woods One’ lands.
Since our previous submission, Kilmer has entered into an arrangement with
Fusion Homes, who will be the ultimate developer of the Woods One lands.

Kilmer has been actively involved in a comprehensive review of redevelopment
opportunities of the Woods One property and previously provided comments on
the March 2011 draft Downtown Secondary Plan. Kilmer continues to support
the City’s initiative to prepare a contemporary secondary plan to sustain and
improve the vitality of its downtown. In particular, Kilmer concurs with, and
supports the objectives established in the draft Secondary Plan (Section 7.11.2)
for the St. Patrick’'s Ward community in which the Kilmer lands are located.
Redevelopment of this former industrial site to more intensive mixed
residential/commercial uses will obviously result in increased contributions to
the City’s tax base and a revitalization of St. Patrick’s Ward.

Kilmer has actively participated in substantial community consultation regarding
the redevelopment of its site and supports the site design principles that have
been established through that consultation process. Kilmer submits that the
secondary plan should reflect and implement those agreed-upon principles so
that the results of this community consultation process will now be appropriately
entrenched in the Secondary Plan. Additional discussion is required as to how
the principles in the Secondary Plan will be interpreted and implemented
through future redevelopment plans and development applications.
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1. Development Density

The October 2011 draft Secondary Plan provides for (Section 11.1.7.11.7) a
maximum site development for the Kilmer lands of 2.0 FSI (exclusive of above-
grade parking and the retained heritage structure) in response to  Kilmer’s
previous submission. In addition, certain density/height bonuses now have
been made available to lands east of the Speed River (Section 11.1.8.4).
Kilmer supports these changes as they reflect the locational and physical
attributes of the site as a significant intensification opportunity within the
downtown (which is itself, a designated ‘Urban Growth Centre’ under the
Provincial Growth Plan where a minimum density of 150 persons and
job/hectare is required).

However, additional built form policies have been advanced (Section
11.1.7.11.6) which specify building separation distances and maximum floor
plate sizes that will serve, in conjunction with building height restrictions
(discussed below) to negate the potential to achieve the density of 2.0 FSI.
Given the anticipated longer time horizon for the full redevelopment of the site,
these additional policies may also limit required flexibility to adapt to changing
planning and market considerations.

2. Building Height

The draft Secondary Plan (Schedule D) continues to propose building heights
for the Kilmer lands ranging from 2-4 storeys along Arthur Street to 4 — 8
storeys internal to the site and 4 — 10 storeys at the south end of the site. The
draft Secondary Plan does provide opportunities for an additional two storeys of
building height through bonusing (Section 11.1.8.4); however, further policy
clarification is required as to the implementation of these bonusing
opportunities.

3. Urban Design Master Plan

The revised draft Secondary Plan continues to direct (Sections 11.1.7.11.5 and
11.1.8.5.1) that an ‘Urban Design Master Plan’ be prepared for the Kilmer site
prior to the approval of any zoning or site plan applications and further sets out
detailed requirements for the site-specific master plan. This requirement would
suggest that the land uses, development densities and building height/mass as
provided for in the Secondary Plan may not be realized until an ‘Urban Design
Master Plan’ process is completed; a process that is non-statutory.

As previously noted, the scale of this site will necessitate that redevelopment
will occur in phases over an extended period of time as market demand
presents itself. Therefore, in order to respond to evolving market demands, the
requirements for the urban design master plan (with the level of detailed
prescribed) at the outset of the planning process will be too specific and would
restrict a necessary level of flexibility to respond to such considerations through
the redevelopment process.
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It is acknowledged that the framework for the site redevelopment needs to be
established (such as the general location of public/private roads,
park/parkettes, development blocks, etc.) prior to initial development. However,
in some instances the master plan requirements reflect a site plan level of
detail. For example, certain urban design master plan details are too specific
(such as specific uses within buildings, shadow impacts/studies, affordable
housing and so on) and are more appropriately reviewed as each specific
development application comes forward.

Therefore, Kilmer continues to request that Section 11.1.8.5.1 be substantially
revised to require that an overall site development concept plan be prepared
prior to redevelopment proceeding on the site (and not a detailed Urban Design
Master Plan). Such site development concept plan shall reflect the design
principles of Section 11.1.7.11.4 and include: the general distribution of land
uses (including public parks); an internal road system; the pedestrian access
network; and, the identification of heritage buildings/structures to be retained.

The more detailed Master Plan requirements (such as specific building
proposals, shadow impacts, parking/loading facility design and so on) should
be considered at the time of specific development applications (i.e. site plan
approval). This approach will provide an ability for each phase of the site’s
redevelopment to respond to municipal and market requirements over the
anticipated longer period of time to full development; as contrasted with Section
11.1.8.5.1 which suggests that buildings would have to be designed prior to any
development proceeding on a portion of the site.

Finally, while the proposed policies recognize the potential for alternative site
redevelopment options, the sketches provided (Section 11.1.7.11.5) in fact
show little variation; do not provide any assistance to the interpretation of the
policy; and we continue to recommend that they be deleted from the Secondary
Plan.

4. Parking

With respect to the Kilmer lands, parking structures will form an important
component of the site mitigation strategy. As a result, enclosing such
structures with active uses on the ground floor (Section 7.2.5a)) may not be
feasible. Therefore, Kilmer continues to request that the wording of this section
be from “generally contain active uses ...” to “where feasible, contain active
uses ...”

Finally, a portion of the Kilmer lands are located on the east side of Arthur
Street and have historically been used for parking purposes. Kilmer continues
to request an additional policy be added to Section 7.11 which allows for the
continued use of these lands for parking in support of the redevelopment on the
west side of Arthur Street.
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Concluding Remarks

Kilmer will continue to work collaboratively with the City staff with respect to
both the downtown secondary plan initiative and its site redevelopment
program. We would be happy to meet with you to discuss these comments to
the draft Secondary Plan and please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned
with respect to any of the comments raised herein.

Yours very truly,

WALKER, NOTT, DRAGICEVIC ASSOCIATES LIMITED
Planning - Urban Design

(s por
Wendy Nott, FCIP, RPP
Senior Principal

cc. P. Kraft, Kilmer Brownfield Management Limited
M. Walker, Kilmer Brownfield Management Limited
D. DeGroot, City of Guelph
I. Panabaker, City of Guelph
L. Piccoli, Fusion Homes
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THE WARD RESIDENTS’ ASSOCIATION

David deGroot

MCIP, RPP, MUDS | Urban Designer
Planning, Engineering & Environmental
Services Policy Planning

March 27, 2012

After much discussion TWRA feels we have made very clear to all stakeholders our position on certain
items. To further clarify, we have noted the following based on recent discussions with Kilmer, Fusion,
Councillors and City of Guelph Planners.

The existing neighbourhood should not be behind the wall of new development. We would like the new
development to naturally blend into the existing neighbourhood, to be a part of our neighbourhood. To
that end, the following criteria should be incorporated in any future plans:

* The sky view is as important as grade view; light is highly valued.

* Residents should be able to see through the development, therefore incorporating open space.

* Buildings should vary in character, incorporating a *mix of typologies throughout the
development.

* The form along the edges should incorporate a smooth transition and reflect qualities mentioned
in the Characterization of the Ward document and visual examples of built form provided by
TWRA to all stake-holders .

* The development should be alive and contextual. We value grade related entrances that
incorporate features such as porches etc.

* Large stature street trees are also an important neighbourhood transitional element and sufficient
soil volume and canopy space shall allow for these along the street frontage of the new
development. (note: overhead hydro lines along street frontage of the site may require additional
setbacks to allow for large stature trees

** Please also note that the upper limit of the building height ranges proposed must be justified
through the urban design master plan and re-zoning processes and address all built form issues.

We acknowledge and are concerned regarding the challenges of remediation-related ventilation
requirements and the presence of bedrock. We look forward to text regarding network of connections
including the trail and bridges (2nd bridge) to coincide with images provided in the DDSP. In addition,
we look forward to seeing details in regards to concerns addressing the wall effect along Arthur. St. S.

A good measure of success would be that current residents would want to live in the new development.
We look forward to continuing discussions and are eager to see the above mentioned criteria incorporated
in any future plans.

Best regards,

Maria Pezzano
Chair, TWRA

HONOURING OUR PAST-DEVELOPING OUR FUTURE
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The Partnership

April 13, 2012

Mr. Todd Salter

Acting General Manager Planning Services
City of Guelph

City Hall

1 Carden Street

Guelph ON N1H 3A1

RE: Comments - Proposed Downtown Secondary Plan - City of Guelph

Dear Mr. Salter:

As you are aware, our firm is acting on behalf of Fusion Homes in the matter of the proposed Downtown
Secondary Plan (DSP) for the City of Guelph. Recently, Fusion entered into an agreement with Arthur EMPC Four
Limited to acquire and develop on the 5 Arthur Street site.

We would like to thank the City of Guelph for its commitment to the stakeholder consultation process for the
proposed DSP and in particular to the property at 5 Arthur Street South (the subject site). We feel that the process
has been very useful and has allowed stakeholders an opportunity to discuss the key issues related to the
secondary plan in an effort to promote some clear and equitable solutions. As you know, the consultation process
has allowed us to explain the important challenges of the Arthur Street site to various stakeholders.

In addition, we appreciate the leadership provided by your staff during the process to date. Staff has facilitated a
number of meetings in particular with representatives of the Ward Residents which has been a positive step in
building some consensus amongst the many groups and individuals involved in reviewing the draft DSP. We are
appreciative of the time and efforts of staff in this regard.

We continue to believe that the best and most practical approach in dealing with the subject site as part of the
proposed DSP is to provide appropriate policies that are specific to the site yet provide a level of flexibility to deal
with both the opportunities and constraints that will shape the ultimate development in this location. The policies
should establish the basic parameters for development to occur while at the same time allowing for the latitude to
consider various approaches and design techniques to achieve our vision while taking into account changing
market considerations.
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Over the last several months, we have had the opportunity to review with you a number of matters that we feel
will significantly influence the shape, quality and scale of development options that will be considered for the
subject site. These relate to:

e Use of S. 37 of the Planning Act to deal exclusively with community benefits as intended in the Provincial
legislation over and above as-of-right planning polices;

e Limitations on Floor Plate sizes which will have an impact on achieving the floor space ratios provided for in
the draft plan (there should be no restrictions on floor plate size up to and including six stories. For the 7"
storey and above, a maximum floor plate size of 1,200 square metres per storey is acceptable);

e Building Height limitations and the related impacts on the achievement of the development principles on
which the plan is based;

e Separation distances between buildings and the impact on creative solutions to maximize open space and
view corridors on the site;

e The mix and distribution of uses permitted on the site in order to maintain a level of flexibility to deal with
the market forces as the development is phased;

e Active uses around above ground parking which provide limitations in various circumstances;
e Protection of key view corridors;

e Limitations on retail space (overall and on a per unit basis) which constrain options for creative mixed use
considerations;

e Right-of-way widths and permission for private roads wherein such standards are suitable and practical in a
condominium development;

e Subsequent approval processes and requirements prior to development occurring; and,

e Interpretation and implementation of the proposed policies from the perspective of the policies which
provides guidance to land use but maintain a level of flexibility to allow for creative solutions and
unnecessary amendments to the plan as we move forward with our vision of a landmark development on
the Arthur St site.

During our discussions, we have advanced the position that it is extremely important that the fundamental policy
variables related to the height, density and footprint/building massing work in harmony to assist in achieving the
City’s stated objectives while at the same time allowing for our vision for the subject site to come to fruition.
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Furthermore, we acknowledge that our most recent discussions regarding the proposed DSP have provided us with
some level of comfort regarding the policy directions that you may be advancing in your staff report to Council.
This includes some positive modifications that will assist us to better understand the implications of the Plan
regarding the development of the subject site.

As previously mentioned, we are in general agreement with the principles that form the basis of the proposed DSP.
Also, we remain optimistic that the recommended plan will deal with a majority of the issues we have raised. Our
understanding through our various discussions is that the policy directions considered for recommendation by
staff will include the following:

Height, Density and Bonus

A level of flexibility that will permit some additional height on the site in addition to the general guideline that
will be provided in the DSP without the requirement of an official plan amendment based on the completion of
an urban design master plan. We request that the DSP provides for a general height to at least 16 storeys
across the subject site with up to 4 storeys along the Arthur Street frontage.

A floor space index of 2.0 FSI as-of-right with provision for additional building massing through bonus.

Requirement of an Urban Design Master Plan

The Urban Design Master Plan will not be an extra step in the process but will accompany the Zoning By-law
amendment application and will be used to inform the rezoning.

The Urban Design Master Plan is a flexible document and may be changed through subsequent development
phases and related applications so that the subject site can accommodate changing market conditions and/or
other circumstances.

Any conceptual diagrams contained in the DSP are for illustrative purposes only.

Details of Section 11.1.7.11.4

Language will recognize that the Urban Design Master Plan will respond to the principles in this section and
that there may be a diversity of potential outcomes.

Definition of Compatible

Language will recognize that development or redevelopment can co-exist with surrounding areas.

Level of Uncertainty

Any subsequent studies that the City undertakes will not be a prerequisite for any development to be
permitted.
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Affordable housing targets will coincide with those identified in the City-wide official plan being considered (ie
30%) however related implementation strategies should include affordable housing available within the
existing housing stock as part of the solution.

Any pedestrian bridges suggested, crossing over the Speed River, need to specify how these community
benefits will be accommodated by the City.

General Items

Floor plate templates across the subject site need to provide flexibility to allow for creative building forms.

Language needs to recognize that active uses around above ground parking be accommodated where feasible.

Distance separation between buildings should not be restrictive but should take into consideration views and
shadowing effects.

View corridors are important however are directly linked to the provisions of the plan related to height, density
and bonus.

Amount of retail space should not be limited across the subject site but can be controlled through the size of
units permitted in certain areas for example in the general area south of the heritage building.

Also, the proposed plan needs to be clear that the lands on the east side of Arthur St (yet part of the 5 Arthur St
subject site) allow for the continued use of those lands for parking purposes as they will form an integral part of
the redevelopment of the 5 Arthur St property.

We will review the final plan for the DSP being recommended by staff when it becomes available. Subsequently,
we will provide you with our additional comments.

We look forward to working with the City to make the development of the downtown area and the Arthur St. site
appropriate, successful and in the best interest of the community. Our expectation is that this project will be a

showcase for urban development for the City.

We would like to thank you for your cooperation and assistance in this matter.

Yours truly,

Daniel Leemi ,Fifi-P, RPP

Partner
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Cc Lee Piccoli, Fusion Homes
Larry Kotseff, Fusion Homes
Ron Palmer, The Planning Partnership
lan Panabaker, City of Guelph
David deGroot, City of Guelph
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