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Dear Madam Mayor and City Coucillors, 

 

Many objections about the NHS strategy have fallen on deaf ears.  The 

version before Council has not changed, and the landowners' rights have 

been ignored. 

 

Much of the data is confusing and makes judgement difficult because it is 

not accurate. 

 

I was at the meeting of May 20/10 and found that the absence of council 

members and the inattention of others made this significant question seem 

trivial. "Rubber stamp" and get on with it, seems to the be attitude, 

which is morally unjust. 

 

Thank you for your attention, 

 

Eleanor Marshall 

Retired High School Teacher. 

 



To the Mayor and Councillors:       July 26, 2010 
 
Re: Staff Report 10-71 
 
The staff recommendation report of July 27th was not posted on the site where one would expect to find it, with 
all the other reports on the NHS process, including the April and May 2010 reports: 
http://guelph.ca/living.cfm?subCatID=1322&smocid=1905.  I looked for it there for several days.  
Nor can it be found at http://guelph.ca/envisionguelph as the Meeting Notice says it would be. The 
envisionguelph page contains only the April draft.  The July report can only be found as an (easy to miss) 
attachment to the meeting agenda. 
 
Even though I must accept some of the blame for not finding it sooner, critical information like that should not be 
made so easy to overlook by not being posted on both the sites above.   
 
This is not the first time in the NHS process that lengthy and complicated documents have been issued a very 
short time (in this case only a few days) before they are to be publicly dealt with, leaving inadequate time for 
careful analysis and response.  The following comments on the Staff recommendations are somewhat limited by 
the time available to examine them. 
 
In Attachment 4, A5 f), it is stated that "The Significant Landform ..... makes up approximately 100 ha (247 acres) 
outside the other Significant Natural Areas."  The figure of 100 ha overstates the contribution of the Significant 
Landform by a factor of 2.5.  Only by including linkages as part of landform area can the 100 ha claim be 
supported.  My own calculation, as indicated in my July 9th submission to Council, is that landform contributes 
only about 40 ha (6% of the 650 ha of Moraine), south of Clair Road excluding linkages.  It would be even less 
than 40 ha now that Staff has recommended removal of the landform designation from the Bird and Dallan 
subdivision properties (D4 and D5).  This discrepancy is important because the minor contribution of landform 
does not justify including such a contentious criterion.  The numbers given in A5 g-h are also questionable.  There 
has been no time to resolve this discrepancy,  since the July report with the 100 ha figure appears to have been 
available for only 2 working days (since July 23rd). 
 
There have been changes to this document from the April 2010 draft considered at the May 20th Council meeting, 
that have not been disclosed; some of them are important.  For example, 
 
April 2010 (Section 4.1.1): "The NHS policies aim to strike a balance between protection of the Natural Heritage 
System while providing for growth and development in accordance with the Planning Complete and Healthy 
Communities Section of this Plan." 
whereas in the new document -  
July 2010 (Section 6.1.1): "The NHS policies aim to strike a balance between protection of the Natural Heritage 
System while providing for limited compatible development." 
 
This change, while subtle (and unnoted), changes the relative importance of the twin goals of protection of the 
Natural Heritage System and growth and development.  In the April 2010 version a balance is to be struck 
between these two equal but conflicting goals.  In the July 2010 version development is clearly made subordinate 
to protection of the Natural Heritage System. 
 
Nonetheless, this change does not weaken my argument relevant to the next sentence of Section 4.1.1: "The NHS 
fosters partnerships ..............with private land owners by promoting stewardship and enjoyment of these natural 
assets."   I proposed that landowners have some degree of control of a small portion (10% was suggested) of their 
own land which has met NHS criteria, in order to correct site-specific errors in the existing draft plan and to give 
the landowners some legitimate motivation (rather than a disincentive) for being good stewards of their land.  The 
staff response, in rejecting my suggestion out of hand, fails to recognize or rebut its potential to create a win-win 
situation for the NHS and the landowner. 
 
Dr. Eugene Valeriote, Trustee of Valeriote Estate 

http://guelph.ca/living.cfm?subCatID=1322&smocid=1905
http://guelph.ca/envisionguelph
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SENT VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 
 
 
July 22, 2010 
  
 
City of Guelph  
Community Design and Development Services  
Planning and Development Services 
1 Carden Street 
Guelph, ON 
N1H 3A1 
 
Attention:   Mr. J. Riddell, MCIP, RPP 
  Director, Community Design & Development Services 
 
Dear Sir: 
 
Re:  City of Guelph Draft Official Plan (OPA 42) 
  Our File 10-529  
 
As you are aware, we act as planning consultants to Armel Corporation (‘Armel’) 
who is an owner of substantial landholdings within the City of Guelph. On May 
20, 2010 we submitted a letter to the City, which identified preliminary concerns 
regarding “OPA 42”.  As initially released by the City in mid-April 2010, OPA 42 
represented an entirely new Official Plan document, affecting all lands and the 
use of land in the City.   
 
Our comments were submitted for consideration at a public meeting held on May 
20, 2010.  Notice for this meeting was initially published on April 8 2010, for a 
May 3 2010 meeting, with subsequent notice published on April 15, 2010 for a re-
scheduled (to May 20th) meeting.  Both notices indicated that OPA 42 would 
apply to all land in the City and implement a comprehensive series of new and 
updated policies; in practical terms, a new Official Plan.  
 
On June 30, 2010 we received a response to our submission which primarily 
focussed on our comments regarding the natural heritage policies and mapping.  
The response indicated that some of the policies, definitions and mapping of the 
Armel lands would be revised in accordance with some of our comments.  
 
The City’s response also noted that the City would be substantially altering its 
approach to establishing a new Official Plan.  Specifically, the City would initially 
be advancing only the natural heritage policies and schedules.  Accordingly, OPA 
42 was to be re-formatted as an amendment to the City’s ‘current’ Official Plan.  
 
Notwithstanding this significant change in approach, we have received notice of 
the City’s intention to adopt OPA 42 at a Statutory Public Meeting on July 27, 
2010. 
 
We have significant concerns regarding the need to undertake a thorough review 
of the revised OPA 42 as the document will, of necessity, be substantially 
different in content and format as it must be integrated with the existing, 

http://www.wndplan.com/
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approved Official Plan.  We will also want to review the whether the changes 
indicated in the City’s June 30th response are adequate to address our concerns.  
 
We have been monitoring the posting of revised OPA 42 on the City’s web-site 
and, as of this date, no document has been made available for review, and we 
understand that no document will be available for review until Friday July 23, 
2010.   
 
We suggest that the adoption of OPA 42 on Tuesday, July 27, 2010, as proposed 
to be revised, does not meet the statutory requirements of the Planning Act with 
respect to making information available at least 20 days in advance of the 
Statutory Public Meeting pursuant to subsection 17 (19.1) of the Planning Act. As 
previously noted, of necessity, OPA 42 will be substantially revised in order to be 
integrated with the City’s existing approved Official Plan. In addition, the balance 
of the existing, approved Official Plan may need modification throughout in order 
to accommodate the new natural heritage policies and mapping. Therefore, in our 
submission, due to these significant changes, the April 2010 OPA 42 document 
that was released for review does not satisfy the Planning Act requirement for 
making information on the current version of OPA 42 available 20 days prior to 
July 27th meeting.  
 
Accordingly, we request that Council’s consideration of OPA 42 be deferred and 
that the matter be sent back to the Planning Committee with appropriate notice of 
a revised Statutory Public Meeting to allow adequate time for public review and 
make submissions on the revised document.   
 
Further, and as stated in our May 20, 2010 letter, we continue to believe that the 
most sensible approach is to have the entire Official Plan advance through the 
approvals process as a single policy document. 
 
Yours very truly, 
 
WALKER, NOTT, DRAGICEVIC ASSOCIATES LIMITED 
Planning · Urban Design  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Wendy Nott, FCIP, RPP 
Senior Principal 
  
cc.   C. Corosky, Armel Corporation 
 G. Petch, Municipal Law Chambers 
 City Clerk (for members of Council) 
 N. Shoemaker    



Dear Madam Mayor and City Councillors. 
  
Please do NOT pass the Natural Heritage System in the form that your staff is currently 
recommending.   
  
It is based on inaccurate, incomplete and sometimes contradictory data. 
  
Despite the number of "open house" information sessions that city staff hosted, it does not appear 
that they actually listened to what the people who came to those meetings said to them, even 
after some of the landowners spent small fortunes to hire consultants to present environmental 
reports to them.   
  
After seeing how staff seems to have ignored most of what they were told by members of the 
public, especially those whose land is affected, I have lost all faith in this "democratic system" .  
There has been no "partnership" evident in this process and it benefits only the developers who 
will then buy the land at conservation prices and go to the OMB afterwards to get their way. 
  
There is no mechanism for compensation to landowners whose lands have been designated as 
Natural Heritage, similar to the City's previous gaffe in hastily establishing a list of Heritage 
Buildings, without establishing a mechanism for having a building taken off the list for any number 
of reasons.    
  
What happened to the reserve fund for parkland?  If the city wants the land to be kept in a 
"natural" state, including land that has cultivated tree plantations on it, then they should pay for it.  
This would at least allow the public to have access to the land to use it as parkland.  The way it is 
now, a number of landowners will, in effect, have their land "expropriated without compensation", 
as the value of their land will fall precipitously if the NHS is passed in its present form.  And the 
public still won't have access to it as parkland. 
  
  
Respectfully, 
  
Joan F. Hug-Valeriote 
 



 
Dear Madam Mayor and City Councillors. 
 
 
Office of the Clerk / Mayor et al: 
 We have been following the discussions / presentations / reactions of  
Gordon Street residents / property owners regarding the proposed Natural 
Heritage System proposals.  These are well informed individuals who are 
making their appeals to you. It appears your investigations / conclusions into 
the history of those families who presently owe properties on Gordon Street, 
south of Claire Road are distortions of their facts being presented to you. All 
this is expressed by one of those concerned Gordon Street residents below. 
Joan Hug Valeriote has provided the specifics of her concerns about you 
interpretations of the facts regarding the history of those properties. With all 
the work and effort these residents have undertaken to present their case, it 
appears no one, no one whatsoever, at your end is listening. Is this the 
manner in which we can expect decisions to be made in the future?                
                       
Hoping you can delay passage of the Natural Heritage System, until further 
consultation takes place with those residing on affected properties in this 
city. 
                                                                                                                            
   Respectfully: Silvio Valeriote             
 
** Please refer to correspondence of Joan F. Hug-Valeriote enclosed in the 
addendum. 



Lois Giles                                                                                                  July 26 2010 
City Clerk 
City of Guelph, 1 Carden Street  
Guelph Ontario 
 
 
Ms. Giles 
 I am formally submitting my objection to the Natural Heritage System (NHS) 
being proposed through an Official Plan Update. My objection is to the inclusion of my 
residential property at 27 Forest Hill Drive, Guelph. 

My objection has been well documented throughout the course of this proposal 
and was outlined in a letter to Ms. Plaunt on 2008 10 29.  Subsequently my property was 
removed from the NHS proposal. 
  Following that removal from the NHS my property was re-listed due to the 
presence of an identified endangered species; butternut trees.  My husband Jeff has 
outlined our concerns more recently to Ms. Young and we have not received a 
satisfactory response with respect to the process of removal of our property from the 
NHS if there are changes or updates in the status/health of the trees. Ms. Young’s 
comment that the City acts “ … as the approval authority at the local level, the City must 

ensure all applicable plans and legislation at the Provincial (i.e. Endangered Species Act) and 

Federal (i.e. Species at Risk Act) level  are adhered to ( in accordance with  the Provincial Policy 

Statement and Division A Section 1.4.1.3 (2) – Applicable Law of the Building Code Act).”  is 
commendable and understood, however  it is puzzling  that the necessary protected area 
surrounding our two trees as identified by the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) is 
not duplicated by the NHS proposal. In fact an area closer to resembling the original 
proposal (from 2008) has been identified on the schedules maps 4 (a) and (e). Currently 
the Ministry of Natural Resources oversees protection of the butternut via regulation, 
inspection, reporting and penalty.  The NHS scope appears to supersede the MNR 
authority and responsibility beyond identification and recording. 
The City has copies of MNR correspondence through a current approved draft severance 
of our property. 
 
I also want to be clear that our property is only on the NHS proposal due to the presence 
of the endangered butternut species. The property does not satisfy the other required 
characteristics indicated by the NHS that would have caused it to be included. I would 
object to any other reason for inclusion of my property.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Lisa White 
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Memo To:  Mayor Farbridge and City of Guelph Councillors 

Date : July 26 2010 

Subject: Changes Required in Official Plan Amendment (OPA) 42.   

I am not able to attend the City Council Meeting on July 27. I ask that Council make two important 

changes before adopting the Amendment of the Official Plan (OPA 42) that updates the OP by 

incorporating into it a robust and effective designation of a Natural Heritage System for Guelph. 

CHANGE ONE 

Suggested Motion:  That OPA 42 be amended to restore the designation of 

Significant Woodland and Significant Valleyland on 95 Woodlawn to the full 

extent documented and mapped in the Final Natural Heritage Report March 

2009  by Dougan and Associates.   

Reason for Change: 

The wooded Valleyland slope and associated woodland at the top and bottom of the slope at 95 

Woodlawn were designated as both Significant Woodland and Significant Valleyland in the March 2009 

mapping of the Natural Heritage System because the wooded slope and associated areas met the 

criteria for both categories. This quantitative scientifically-based assessment fully justifies the 

preservation of this important wooded area even without consideration of the vital role of this area as 

the beautiful eastern backdrop to the Speed River valley viewscape at Riverside Park. With this 

additional justification added it is clear that a Natural Heritage System with this piece omitted is greatly 

diminished.  

In the preparation of the River System Management Plan in the early 1990’s Guelph residents were 

asked to identify their favourite river valley locations. Since all river valley locations were valued the 

choice of special locations was difficult but Riverside Park was especially highly ranked and the wooded 

eastern valley wall was noted as a particularly important feature for defining the beauty of this location. 

This wooded slope provides enormous benefit to Guelph’s landscape because of its prominence and 

easy visibility. Every visitor to the northern end of Riverside Park , the many trail users who recreate on 

the east-bank trail along the Speed, and every east-bound traveller along Woodlawn can get a lift in 

spirits and heightened  enjoyment of life from viewing and experiencing the tranquil natural setting of 

river and wooded slope. 

Following adoption of the River System Management Plan the OP was amended to give greater 

prominence to the preservation and enhancement of Guelph’s river valleys. As a result when 

development was approved north of Woodlawn, on both sides of the river natural riverland areas were 

set aside and on the higher eastern bank great care was taken to preserve the wooded views along the 

river looking east and north from Woodlawn. Buildings were sited far enough back from the river to 
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preserve the wooded view. As a result the riverside trail north of Woodlawn traverses a wonderful 

wooded area and is one of the most loved walking locations in Guelph.  

The same criteria applied north of Woodlawn with such success must be applied south of Woodlawn to 

save the equally or more important wooded area there. Unfortunately, as noted in the staff report  (B6 

on page 97 – Appendix 5) the property at 95 Woodlawn is currently Designated and Zoned for 

Medium Density Residential and this beautiful woodland has been under this death sentence 

for the last twenty-five years. Until recently planning staff have managed to postpone 

execution by noting the difficulties of providing access to the site and, more recently, using 

the discretion provided to them by the Non-Core Greenland overlay. A recent change in 

internal policy has removed the protective stance previously adopted by planning staff and 

execution is imminent. 

 

The staff report (item B6) is incomplete in several regards. The report does not evaluate the 

importance of the wooded area to the Natural Heritage System and to the lived experience 

of many residents and visitors to Guelph. The report fails to note that in light of what is 

known now about the important roles of natural areas, and especially river valleys, in 

enhancing the health and vitality of individual lives and community living the designation 

and zoning of this site as Medium Density Residential instead of park is a terrible mistake in 

direct contradiction to the policies and intentions of the OP and representative of very bad 

planning. 

 

Most important the staff report does not inform council that the mistaken designation and 

zoning for 95 Woodlawn, the product of poorly researched planning even by the standards 

applicable 25 years ago, can be reversed and this natural-heritage treasure saved – and 

that applying the designation of Significant Woodland and Significant Valleyland to 95 Woodlawn, as 

identified in the 2009 NHS report, is the mechanism that can save the woodland. 

 

This is not to say that changing the current designation and zoning for 95 Woodlawn is a simple or trivial 

matter. This would be a complicated and challenging process but the Planning Act makes provision for 

such a change when good planning requires this be done, in part through Section 34 which specifies the 

need for a special study, already largely satisfied by the NHS process but requiring specific elements as I 

specified in my memo submitted to the May 20 2010 meeting. Changes in zoning are decisions of great 

importance and should only be done when there are clear and compelling reasons for such an action 

and the benefits of such a change far outweigh the negative effects. 

 

In making a decision on 95 Woodlawn Council should take careful account of the expectations of citizens 

of Guelph that Council will act in accordance with the intent of the Official Plan. The OP, quite properly, 

puts great emphasis on the preservation and enhancement of river valleys and their viewscapes as a 

definitional and iconic feature of the city and its beautiful setting.  As staff have stated 95% of 

respondents supported a Natural Heritage System as a key part of the OP. The draft of OPA 42 states 

that The City of Guelph takes an environment first approach.  The issue of 95 Woodlawn is the test as to 

whether this stance is posturing or solid policy. 

 

Council is free to act or not act on this request. I ask members of Council  not to use the argument that 

Council does not have the power to save the 95 Woodlawn woodland. You have the power, the choice 

to save or destroy is yours to make. 
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CHANGE TWO 

 

The three principles on which good and effective landuse planning depends are  (1) factual science-

based assessment  (2) consideration of the aesthetic ( beauty)aspects of all changes in landuse and (3) 

adherence to an orderly logical decision-making process. The Guelph OP gives prominent place to 

aesthetics in its general approach but this vitally-important aspect of natural landscapes is hardly 

mentioned in OPA 42. This is a serious omission because much of the motivation for producing and 

implementing a NHS strategy is provided by the important role of aesthetics in governing choices made 

by individuals in their own lives and in guiding what constitutes the public good , which is the basis for 

decision-making by the community. The success or failure of a NHS will be judged in large measure by its 

ability to preserve and enhance natural beauty. A successful NHS requires continuing support 

throughout the community and this will be provided if the NHS is focused on preserving beauty. 

 

The role of beauty in determining the importance of a NHS, and in providing support for a NHS in 

perpetuity , needs emphasis in the document. I suggest the following two sections be amended to 

provide more prominence to aesthetics. I have put the amendments in bold italics 

 

  

2.4.14 Natural Heritage System 

One of the City’s most valuable assets is its natural heritage system. The City takes an 

environment first approach and is committed to protecting, maintaining, enhancing 

and restoring the BEAUTY, diversity, function, linkages, and connectivity (linkages) between and 

among natural heritage features and areas and surface and ground water features within the City 

over the long term in accordance with the Provincial Policy Statement. 

 

6.1 second para 

 

A diverse, well-connected  AND ACCESSIBLE Natural Heritage System contributes to the City’s 

environmental, social, cultural and economic values. The wide range of ecological services 

provided by the Natural Heritage System includes, but is not limited to, the protection of 

natural heritage features and THEIR ASSOCIATED ecological functions; ENHANCEMENT OF 

biodiversity, MAINTAINING BENEFICIAL HYDROLOGICAL FUNCTIONS INCLUDING 

SUSTAINED RECHARGE OF GROUNDWATER, REDUCTION IN PEAK (FLOOD) FLOWS AND 

IMPROVED WATER QUALITY , WITH ASSOCIATED REDUCTIONS IN THE NEED FOR, 

reduced need for engineered storm water management; attenuation of air and water 

pollutant; AND moderation of the urban heat island effect. The provision OF for natural and open 

spaces for leisure activities and aesthetic enjoyment FOR RESIDENTS AND VISITORS , and WITH 

EASY ACCESS TO opportunities for residents andvisitors to experience THE BEAUTY OF nature in 

the City PLAYS A VITAL ROLE IN MAINTAINING THE HEALTH AND VITALITY OF THE 

COMMUNITY. 

 

    
   

 
















