










From: Kevin & Adrienne  
Sent: June 5, 2014 10:33 PM 
To: Clerks 

Subject: File# ZC1405 - 21 Couling Cres 
 

We have reviewed the planned development of a school at 21 Couling 
Crescent, and have reviewed the traffic study. We are concerned that there 

are no recommendations to the subdivision areas directly adjacent to the 
proposed site, namely Couling Crescent and Severn Drive.  
 

Couling Crescent currently has a large volume of vehicles - those belonging 
to the residents of the area - that park on the street, in front of the proposed 

site, year round. Will the city be posting no parking signage along at least 
one side of Couling Crescent, or no parking/stopping from 7am - 4pm?  And 
will the city enforcement department ensure that this area is patrolled 

regularly until such time as the signs are adhered to? 
 

Will the city install the recommended "kiss and ride/drop off area" on the 
proposed site to help reduce vehicles from stopping, and creating congestion 
on the side streets?  Will a no stopping rule be monitored and enforced 

during the peak hours? 
 

The intersection at Severn Drive and Couling Crescent is of a concern. 
Vehicles travelling north on Severn Drive regularly fail to make a full stop, or 
to yield to traffic travelling west on Couling Crescent to Watson Parkway. We 

have observed, and almost been involved in, several near accidents due to 
this. With the added volume of parents dropping off children, as well as 

buses, and increased pedestrian traffic, what will be done to help ensure the 
safe travel of all?  The current stop signage does not appear to be sufficient.  
 

The traffic lights at Couling Crescent and Watson Parkway are only activated 
to stop north-south traffic when a pedestrian activates the crossing signal. 

Why has this not been recommended to become a full traffic signal for north-
south and east-west traffic?  It is extremely difficult to see southbound traffic 
due to the grading and elevation at this intersection. With increased vehicle 

traffic at the school, this will cause unnecessary delays to current residents, 
as well as an increased risk for accidents at this location. This is primarily the 

case at early morning and evening rush/peak hours.  
 
And finally, will the school zone speed limits be posted, and monitored by 

officials?  The current construction staff (personal vehicles) as well as area 
residents seem to disregard the current resident speed limits. With the 

development of a school at the proposed site, we are concerned that what 
has transpired over the last couple of years will not change when the school 

is opened. With increased pedestrian traffic, as well as an increase in stopped 
vehicles, the risk of accidents will increase as well.  
 

Thank you for your time.  
 

Sincerely, 
 
Kevin and Adrienne Elliott 
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Office of the City Clerk 

1 Carden Street 

Guelph, Ontario 

N1H 3A1 

 

May 29, 2014 

 

RE: Public Meeting to discuss the proposed Heritage Conservation District 

Plan and Guidelines 

 

Dear City Council, 

 

As owners of                Guelph, Ontario,            we would like to express concerns with 

the proposed Heritage Conservation District Plan and Guidelines. We have reviewed 

the Brooklyn and College Hill Heritage Conservation District Study Plan and 

Guidelines and understand that our property falls within the Brooklyn district.  

 

Please note the following comments: 

 

• While our property is not a designated heritage building, we are concerned 

with the requirement to obtain a “Heritage Permit Application” for major 

changes to buildings, vegetation and spaces.  It is not clear how this would be 

handled for non-heritage properties and would add an additional permit 

process on top of the existing city building and demolition permits currently 

in place. It is not clear how the Heritage Permit process would be handled to 

avoid conflict with the current processes in place (e.g. current building and 

demolition permits etc.). The new Heritage Permit may also result in lengthy 

delays and impose unnecessary restrictions for changes to non-heritage 

designated buildings, vegetation and spaces. 

 

• We are concerned with the requirement in the Heritage Conservation District 

Plan and Guidelines for non-heritage buildings for building changes and 

additions (some examples include the placement of garages and carports to 

the side or rear yard or behind the front wall of the building (section 4.3.1.v), 

the location of additions on an inconspicuous side of the building and be 

limited to the scale of the existing building (section 4.3.1vi, 4.3.2), or the 

dictation of building cladding for those facades facing the public realm 

(section 4.3.8). 

 

• We are concerned with the requirement in the Heritage Conservation District 

Plan and Guidelines for non-heritage buildings for infill development of new 

freestanding buildings (some examples include the need to be compatible 

with the character of adjacent properties and the streetscape (section 4.4.1), 

including building height, width, setbacks, roof shape, number of bays and 

materials (section 4.4.2). It is not clear how these decisions will be handled 
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and how stringently the guidelines will be upheld. This could potentially 

affect the type and quality of the property (e.g. limit the ability to administer 

a contemporary design and construction) and could impact overall resale 

value of the property. 

 

• We are concerned with the requirement in the Heritage Conservation District 

Plan and Guidelines for non-heritage buildings related to historical landscape 

features (section 4.6, 4.6.1, 4.6.2).  While we agree that it is important to 

maintain the public landscape and public green space in a community, 

proposing such specific ‘rules’ for private properties is inappropriate. For 

example, requirements such as the need to use historic photographs or 

documentation to dictate the landscape features for private property (section 

4.6.2 a, b), and/or use of ornamental wood fencing or deciduous shrub 

hedges (section 4.6.2 c) are very limiting for a home owner.  We feel that a 

homeowner should have some latitude when it comes to decision making 

about landscape features and fencing for his/her own private property.  It is 

not clear from the proposed plan how the city will monitor who has/ has not 

followed these landscape requirements for private non-heritage properties 

(section 4.6) and how deviations will be addressed.  

 

Overall, we are in agreement with the proposed Heritage Conservation District Plan 

and Guidelines for public areas such as streets, boulevards and parks. Our concerns 

lie with the proposed requirements for private property, specifically those that are 

non-heritage designated private properties. The plan and guideline does not provide 

enough detail regarding the Heritage Permit Application process, potentially leading 

to an onerous and time consuming process to make changes to an existing building 

or for new building construction.  It also imposes a number of restrictions for 

developing the landscape of a private non-heritage property.  Overall, the concern is 

that the plan proposes a number of restrictive features for non-heritage properties 

which could impact overall property values making buildings inconsistent with 

features that attract contemporary home buyer, and ultimately lowering property 

values.  

 

 Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

 

Mr. Dennis Catallo and Mrs. Donna Catallo 

















June 6, 2014 
City Clerks Office 
Guelph City Hall 
1 Carden St. 
Guelph, ON 
N1H 3A1 
 
Re: Public Meeting Notice, Heritage Conservation Distract Plan and Guidelines 
 
Guelph City Clerk: 
 

This letter is to raise my objections to the adoption of a proposed heritage conservation 
district plan for the Brooklyn and College Hill neighbourhood (BCHN). 

My objection regards the selection of this neighbourhood above all others for heritage 
consideration and the onerous burden this designation puts onto homeowners. 

The nature and character of this neighbourhood is comparable to many others in Guelph. 
I know these neighbourhoods as the Ward, St.Georges, Grange, Goldie Mill, Exhibition, 
Sunny Acres, and Downtown. The boundary of these areas could be described as 
beginning from the Sleeman Mansion east on Waterloo St then north to the railway, then 
Edinburgh Rd N to London Rd W to Lyon and Kathleen St to Division St. to Woolwich 
St to Speedvale Ave. To the east of the Speed River we have Arthur St N to Derry St to 
Delhi St to Eramosa Rd to Metcalfe St to Palmer St to Stevenson St. to York Rd to the 
Eramosa River. The vast majority of the described boundary is of the same heritage 
makeup of the BCHN. There can be found significant physical and natural characteristics 
as well as significant architectural and historic building structures. The neighbourhoods 
found within this boundary are larger and more consistent in their makeup of late 19th and 
early 20th century structures compared to BCHN. And yet none of these neighbourhoods 
has been chosen for heritage conservation district designation. This leads to the question 
of why it is that areas that can be fairly described as being more significant in regards to 
their heritage features do not merit the designation of a heritage conservation district. 
Further if these areas do not merit the designation then why should the Brooklyn and 
College Hill neighbourhood have the designation and thus have to bear the onerous 
responsibilities that come with this designation. These questions bear directly on the 
issues of fairness and equitability. It is wrong that the BCHN be described as being 
different from the rest of the city when it is so clearly the same as a vast portion of it. It is 
then also wrong that the homeowners in the BCHN would be treated in a different 
manner than all others in the city would be. 

To the specifics of the proposed plan and guidelines, I object to some of its assumptions 
and prescriptions which I will address. 

The inclusion and exclusion of properties within the proposed boundaries is problematic. 
The importance given to the Gordon St corridor is weakened by the fact that some 50% 
of the properties between College Ave and the Speed River do not fall within the 
boundaries. Significantly the Art Gallery and the University buildings would not be 
included nor the buildings on College Ave W that comprise a threshold between the 
University and the BCHN. Further south on Gordon St the construction of a suburban 
plaza at Wellington St adjacent to the proposed heritage district (and the proposed 
Downtown district) is an absurd juxtaposition that makes a mockery of the aims of a 
heritage conservation district. Furthermore it is fair to question the exclusion of the 



University and city-owned properties and the commercial plaza property from this plan. 
These properties are backed by large powerful institutions with the financial resources for 
protracted lobbying and appeals against the onerous requirements demanded by the 
guidelines. In contrast the large majority of subject properties in the proposed designated 
area belong to homeowners that would be burdened by the financial resources required 
for the negotiation or the appeal of the heritage permit process. Furthermore we will find 
that from neighbour to neighbour the proposed plan would treat properties differently 
based on the age of the structure. It is insufficient that the plan not specifically list which 
addresses will or will not be affected by the heritage permit process. 

The proposed guidelines describe working with architects, engineers and planners to 
fulfill the guidelines for any changes or additions to properties. This is a burdensome and 
expensive level of effort that other homeowners in the city with the same ambitions 
would not have to face. Again this goes to fairness and equitability. Will the city provide 
staff or funds to a homeowner that is not engaged in a speculative venture but simply 
wants to make some changes to their home? 

The proposed guidelines speak to the importance of new buildings having the legitimacy 
of being designed and built within the context of contemporary notions of what a home is 
and the context of changes in building science and material. Yet later in the guidelines we 
find that proposed structures must relate to heritage roof lines and fenestration patterns 
and colours. The roof of a contemporary structure is a key element of its design, whether 
it undulates or is curved or is flat or is a living roof or is translucent or transparent. Large 
walls of transparent or translucent glass open up interiors to adjacent outdoor spaces in a 
way that a window of x width and x height cannot. Colour is an important part of the 
psychology of a space or mass. To restrict roof lines, windows and colours is to 
contradict the goal of letting new buildings be of their time and of the imagination of the 
artist that creates them. 

Finally, in section 4.0.1 of the guidelines, it is suggested that one of the motivations for 
having guidelines and a heritage permit process is because “in time, it is possible for all 
traces of earlier building forms and materials to be lost”. This statement is true if we are 
speaking of a large scale of time in the hundreds of years or in the case of demolition. But 
otherwise I believe this is an conclusion that is proved false by the very existence of the 
heritage characteristics and designated heritage properties that we find in the city. I 
believe that therein we find a primary motivation for this proposed plan: that is a tool to 
prevent the further demolition of viable properties for the purposes of building larger 
homes or speculative building projects. I find no fault with those aims but I do find fault 
in using a burdensome tool such as a heritage conservation district in a specific 
neighbourhood to achieve those aims. 

I am sympathetic to the aims of heritage conservation and restoration. I do not wish to see 
viable homes with heritage value demolished for speculative purposes or because of a 
“bigger and newer is better” attitude. However I cannot support a plan that is not 
inclusive on a citywide and institution wide basis. I cannot support guidelines that 
unfairly burden homeowners without funding and resources when heritage conservation 
benefits the city as a whole. Lastly I cannot support guidelines that would restrict good 
architectural design no matter its colour or shape. 

 

Sincerely, 

Andres Quinlan 
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