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Council Chambers, Guelph City Hall, 1 Carden Street 

DATE July 29, 2013 – 7:00 p.m. 
 
Please turn off or place on non-audible all cell phones, PDAs, Blackberrys and 
pagers during the meeting. 
 

O Canada  
Silent Prayer 
Disclosure of Pecuniary Interest and General Nature Thereof 
 

PRESENTATION 
 

a) None 

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES   (Councillor Laidlaw) 

“THAT the minutes of the Council Meetings held June 24 and July 8, 2013 and the 
minutes of the Closed Meetings of Council held  June 24 and July 8, 2013 be 
confirmed as recorded and without being read.” 
 

PUBLIC MEETING TO HEAR APPLICATIONS UNDER  
SECTIONS 17, 34 AND 51 OF THE PLANNING ACT 

 
Application Staff 

Presentation 
Applicant or 
Designate 

Delegations 
(maximum of 10 
minutes) 

Staff 
Summary 

151 Cityview Drive 
North – Proposed 
Zoning By-law 
Amendment (File:  
ZC1302), Ward 1 

Chris DeVriendt, 
Senior 
Development 
Planner 

• Franca 
DaMaren 
 

  

50 Stone Road East 
– Proposed Official 
Plan Amendment 
and Zoning By-law 
Amendment (File: 
OP1301 / ZC1304), 
Ward 5 

Chris DeVriendt, 
Senior 
Development 
Planner 

• Krista Walkey, 
Stantec Consulting 
Ltd. 

- Hugh Whiteley 
Correspondence: 

- Nathan 
Garland, 
Resource Planner, 
GRCA 
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CONSENT REPORTS/AGENDA – ITEMS TO BE EXTRACTED  
The following resolutions have been prepared to facilitate Council’s consideration of 
the various matters and are suggested for consideration.  If Council wishes to 
address a specific report in isolation of the Consent Reports/Agenda, please identify 
the item.   The item will be extracted and dealt with separately.  The balance of the 
Consent Reports/Agenda will be approved in one resolution. 
 
Community & Social Services Committee 
Item City Presentation Delegations To be 

Extracted 

CSS-2013.19 
2013-2018 Youth Strategy 
Implementation Plan 

• Anna Nguyen 
• Amy Greatorex 
 

 √ 

CSS-2013.21 
Outstanding Motions of the 
Community & Social Services 
Committee  

   

 
Adoption of balance of Community & Social Services Committee Sixth Consent 
Report - Councillor Dennis, Chair 
 
Corporate Administration, Finance  & Enterprise Committee 
Item City Presentation Delegations To be 

Extracted 

CAFE-2013.24 
2013 Efficiency Target 
Progress Update 

   

CAFE-2013.25 
Budget Monitoring Policy 

   

CAFE-2013.26 
2014 Capital Budget 
Framework 

 • Scott Doern 
• Yvette Tendick, 

President Guelph 
Coalition for Active 
Transportation 

√ 

CAFE-2013.27 
Outstanding CAFE Committee 
Motions for the Finance & 
Enterprise Service Area 

   

CAFE-2013.29 
Outstanding CAFE Committee 
Motions 

   

 
Adoption of balance of Corporate Administration, Finance & Enterprise Committee 
Sixth Consent Report - Councillor Hofland, Chair 
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Governance Committee 
Item City Presentation Delegations To be 

Extracted 

GOV-2013.8 
2014 Municipal Election: 
Methods of Voting 

• Blair Labelle, City 
Clerk 

• Nicole Goodman, 
Research 
Consultant 

• Janet Doner, Manager 
Community Engagement 
& Global Citizenship, 
Student Life, University of 
Guelph 

• Tyler Valiquette, 
Local Affairs 
Commissioner, Central 
Student Association, 
University of Guelph 

• Dominica 
McPherson, External 
Affairs Commissioner, 
Central Student 
Association, University of 
Guelph 

√ 

GOV-2013.9 
CAO Performance Appraisal 
Committee Terms of 
Reference and Process 
Protocol 

   

GOV-2013.10 
Delegation of Authority for 
Operational Applications, 
Contracts and Agreements 

   

 
Adoption of balance of Governance Committee Second Consent Report – 
Mayor Farbridge, Chair 
 
 
Operations, Transit & Emergency Services Committee 
Item City Presentation Delegations To be 

Extracted 

OTES-2013.13 
Land Ambulance Response 
Time Performance Plan for 
2014 

   

OTES-2013.14 
Ambulance Base in Drayton 

   

OTES-2013.15 
Open Air Burning – 
Residential/ Commercial Fire 
Pits and Related Fuel Burning 
Appliances 

   

OTES-2013.18 
Restorative Alternatives 
Program Pilot 
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OTES-2013.19 
Business Licence By-law 
Amendment – Driving 
Instructor Licensing 

 Correspondence
- Eileen Johnson 

:  

OTES-2013.20 
Costco Wholesale Corporation 
– Noise Exemption Request 

   

OTES-2013.21 
Hamilton Tiger Cats 2013 
Mutual Service Agreement 

   

OTES-2013.22 
Guelph Storm 2013/2014 
Mutual Service Agreement 

   

 
Adoption of balance of Operations, Transit & Emergency Services Committee Fourth 
Consent Report - Councillor Findlay, Chair 
 
Planning & Building, Engineering and Environment Committee 
Item City Presentation Delegations To be 

Extracted 

PBEE-2013.25 
Integrated Operational Review 
of Planning, Building, 
Engineering and Enterprise 
Services – Phase 3 – 
Implementation Plan & 
Performance Measurement 
Framework 

   

PBEE-2013.26 
Rental Housing Licensing Cost-
Benefit Analysis 

 • Tony Peteranac 
• John Gruzleski 
• Donna Marx 
• Stephen Foti 
• Martin Ford 
• Stephen Foti 
• Pam Munghen, 

Student Help & Advocacy 
Centre Coordnator, 
Central Student 
Association, University of 
Guelph 

• Cynthia Bragg 
• Lyle McNair 

• Andrew & Tonya 
Lunau Smith 

Correspondence: 

• Donna Marx 
• Ann and J.A. 

Mackenzie 

√ 
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• Clark McDaniel, 
Williams & McDaniel 
Property Management 

• Sylvia Watson 
• Lyle McNair 
• Morris & Donna 

Haley 
 
Adoption of balance of Planning & Building, Engineering and Environment 
Committee Sixth Consent Report - Councillor Piper, Chair 
 
Report of the Integrity Commissioner 
Item Presentation Delegations To be 

Extracted 

IC-2013.2 
Complaints Against a 
Councillor Received by the 
Integrity Commissioner 

   

 
Adoption of the Report of the Integrity Commissioner.  
 
Council Consent Agenda 

Item City Presentation Delegations To be 
Extracted 

CON-2013.18 
Proposed Demolition of 17 
Clive Avenue, Ward 2 

   

CON-2013.19 
1750 Gordon Street – 
Application for Site Plan 
Approval for Phase 2 of a 
Mixed Use Commercial 
Development (File SP13C003), 
Ward 6 

• Michael Witmer, 
Planner/ Site Plan 
Coordinator 

 √ 

 
Adoption of balance of the Council Consent Agenda – Councillor  
 

ITEMS EXTRACTED FROM COMMITTEES OF COUNCIL REPORTS 
AND COUNCIL CONSENT AGENDA (Chairs to present the extracted 
items) 
Once extracted items are identified, they will be dealt with in the following order: 

1) delegations (may include presentations) 
2) staff presentations only 
3) all others. 

 
 



 

Page 6 of 8 CITY OF GUELPH CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Reports from:   
• Community & Social Services Committee – Councillor Dennis 
• Corporate Administration, Finance & Enterprise Committee– Councillor 

Hofland 
• Governance Committee – Mayor Farbridge 
• Operations, Transit & Emergency Services Committee – Councillor Findlay 
• Planning & Building, Engineering and Environment Committee– Councillor 

Piper 
• Report of the Integrity Commissioner 
• Council Consent – Mayor Farbridge 
 

SPECIAL RESOLUTIONS 
 
BY-LAWS 
Resolution – Adoption of By-laws (Councillor Piper) 
 
“THAT By-law Numbers (2013)-19604 to (2013)-19624, inclusive, 
are hereby passed.” 
 
 
By-law Number (2013)-19615 
A by-law to designate portions of the 
building and property municipally 
known as 79 Carden Street and legally 
described as Part of Market Place (aka 
Jubilee Park), Plan 8, designated as Part 
39, Reference Plan 61R11523, City of 
Guelph, as being a property of cultural 
heritage value or interest. 

 
To designate the property municipally 
known as 79 Carden Street as being a 
property of cultural heritage value or 
interest. 

 
By-law Number (2013)-19616 
A by-law to designate portions of the 
building and property municipally 
known as 83 Essex Street and legally 
described as Part Lot 383, Plan 8, being 
the southwest half, City of Guelph, as 
being a property of cultural heritage 
value or interest. 

  
To designate property known 
municipally known as 83 Essex Street 
as being a property of cultural heritage 
value or interest. 

 
By-law Number (2013)-19617 
A by-law to authorize the conveyance to 
Semlaka Holdings Inc. of the lands 
described as Part Block 3, Plan 61M169, 
designated as Part 1, Reference Plan 
61R20119, City of Guelph. 

 
To authorize the conveyance of land. 
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By-law Number (2013)-19618 
A by-law to amend By-law Number 
(2013)-19529, being a by-law to 
delegate authority pursuant to the 
Municipal Act. (Schedule “Z”). 

 
To amend the Delegation of Authority 
By-law with respect to contracts and 
agreements as per Governance Consent 
Report GOV-2013.10. 

 
By-law Number (2013)-19619 
A by-law to authorize the use of vote 
scanners/tabulators for the 2014 
Municipal Elections. 

 
To authorize the use of vote 
scanners/tabulators for the 2014 
municipal election as per Governance 
Consent GOV-2013.8 

 
By-law Number (2013)-19620 
A by-law to authorize the use of 
Internet Voting in the 2014 Municipal 
Election. 

 
To authorize the use of internet voting 
in the 2014 municipal election as per 
Governance Consent GOV-2013.8. 

 
By-law Number (2013)-19621 
A by-law to remove Lot 35, Plan 
61M181, designated as Parts 9 and 10, 
Reference Plan 61R20071 in the City of 
Guelph from Part Lot Control. (89 and 
91 Oakes Crescent) 

 
To remove land from part lot control to 
create separate parcels for semi-
detached dwelling units to be known 
municipally as 89 and 91 Oakes 
Crescent. 

 
By-law Number (2013)-19622 
A by-law to remove Lot 1, Plan 61M182, 
designated as Parts 27 and 28, 
Reference Plan 61R20095 in the City of 
Guelph from Part Lot Control.  (446 and 
448 Starwood Drive) 

 
To remove land from part lot control to 
create separate parcels for semi-
detached dwelling units to be known 
municipally as 446 and 448 Starwood 
Drive. 

 
By-law Number (2013)-19623 
A by-law to authorize conveyance of an 
Easement in favour of Barrel Works 
Guelph Ltd. over the lands described as 
Part of Lots 1 and 2, Registrar’s 
Compiled Plan 712, designated as Part 
1, Reference Plan 61R20125, City of 
Guelph. 

 
To authorize the conveyance of an 
Easement. 

 
By-law Number (2013)-19624 
A by-law to confirm the proceedings of 
a meeting of Guelph City Council. (July 
29, 2013) 

 
To confirm the proceedings of a meeting 
of Guelph City Council held July 29, 
2013. 
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MAYOR’S ANNOUNCEMENTS 
Please provide any announcements, to the Mayor in writing, by 12 noon on 
the day of the Council meeting. 

NOTICE OF MOTION 

ADJOURNMENT 



50 Stone Road East
Official Plan Amendment 13-01

Zoning By-law Amendment 13-04

Reid’s Heritage Homes Reid’s Heritage Homes 

Public Meeting – July 29, 2013



Reid’s Heritage Homes 

• For over 30 years, Reid’s 
Heritage Homes has been 
proudly offering top quality 
homes across Ontario 

• Reid’s is an experienced and 
award winning developer of award winning developer of 
residential communities in the 
City of Guelph with projects 
such as Village by the 
Arboretum and Westminster 
Woods subdivision.  



Proposed Development

• 19 residential single 
detached dwellings on 
lands owned by the 
University of Guelph, 
through a Plan of 
Condominium along 
Victoria Road,  south of Victoria Road,  south of 
Stone Road.

• The developable area is 
approximately 1.42 
hectares as setbacks and 
buffers have been 
maximized to respect and 
protect the surrounding 
environmental features.



Official Plan Amendment Request

• Amend to the Official 
Plan from Major 
Institutional to General 
Residential



Zoning By-law Amendment Request 

• Amend the Zoning By-law from 
Institutional 2  to Residential 
Single Detached R.1B  with 
Site Specific provisions 



Proposed Development Concept



Features

• Setback from Wetland

• Balance of Density and Location

• Plan of Condominium

• Sustainable Design Practices and Opportunities



Reports Submitted

Issue Background Study Completed

Noise from Victoria
Road

Noise Impact Assessment

Archeological
Potential

Archeological Resource Assessment 

Conformity/ Planning Justification Report
Compliance 

Servicing/
Grading 

Preliminary Functional Servicing Report; and
Stormwater Management Design Brief

Natural 
Environment 

Environmental Impact Study

Soils Geotechnical Investigation



Questions
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Submission to City Council July 29 2013 

Submitted by Hugh Whiteley  

RE: Planning Application for Victoria Road South of Stone  “50 Stone Road East” 

Recommendations:  

I ask the City Council to direct planning staff to consider the following in making a staff report on this 
planning matter 

1. To use a proper listing for this planning application. It is inappropriate, and deceptive, to use the 
University of Guelph address for this planning application. The site should be assigned a street 
number on Victoria Road and re-advertised with the actual location as a label. 

2. To apply the provisions of the Official Plan (7.12.3.1), relating to prevention of the loss of open 
space, to this proposal. The subject land is not designated “Open Space” in the Official Plan 
because it is part of the University of Guelph Campus and hence is “Institutional” . However this 
site is functioning as Open Space and has had this function for over a century The meadow 
proposed for development has been used as a study site and bird-habitat restoration area by 
University of Guelph faculty and Guelph Field Naturalists for over forty years.This Open Space 
function is recognized by the inclusion of the subject property in the Linked Open Space Concept 
(Section 7.12.5 and Schedule 7 of the OP). 

3. To consider how the City of Guelph’s declared “Environment First” and “anti-sprawl” policies 
apply to the proposed application.  The proposed development would degrade the biodiversity of  
an integrated meadow/wetland/woodland complex by removing the meadow component with its 
distinctive habitat and interactive functionality ( home, for example to chickadees and barn 
swallows and the meadow crawfish). The proposed development of 19 single family homes ( at a 
density of only 13 units/ha) as pocket development surrounded by important natural heritage 
features and disconnected from the established urban fabric of the City is a prototypical example 
of urban sprawl.   

Background 

The consideration of this planning proposal by City Staff and City Council will be hindered greatly by the 
lack of a comprehensive quantitative Open Space Masterplan for the City of Guelph, with specified 
targets for the amount and qualitities of Open Space needed to achieve City Objectives. The Linked Open 
Space Concept of the current Official Plan was a good beginning for development of an Open Space 
Masterplan. However  the abandonment of the Linked Open Space  Concept by Planning Staff, and the de 
facto rejection by City Council of the community- developed Recreation, Parks and Culture Strategic 
Masterplan with its expressed objective  to protect and enhance greenway corridors, trails, parks, and 
open space for current and future generations, leaves staff and council without guidance when proposals 
for conversion of open space to development are submitted for approval, The result is ad hoc decision-
making in which development proposals are strongly supported by proponents and open space 
considerations receive only nominal attention and no support. 
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The result of this lack of consideration of Open Space Objectives has resulted in very large reductions in 
the amount of Open Space in the City of Guelph over the last twenty years, The loss of the open-space 
amenity of the Victoria West golf course is one example of an unexamined conversion with no attempt to 
conserve any of this Open Space. However the  largest  losses of  Open Space has been in the conversion 
of meadow areas to built areas. Numerous ecological studies, including the Hanlon Creek State-of-the 
Watershed Study and the City of Guelph Phase Two Natural Heritage System Study describe meadows as 
providing valuable habitat and adding an important dimension to the natural heritage system. 
Nevertheless the Hanlon Creek Watershed area, for example, has lost more than 1/3 of its meadow habitat 
to development in the last twenty years and the NHS in OPA 42 contains almost no meadow areas. 
 
This lack of protection for meadows results from an undervaluing of meadows by ecologists and quiet 
acceptance  of  this evaluation within the community at large. A hierarchy has been established, and 
recognized in the Provincial Policy Statement, in which wetlands, woodlands and valleylands are valued 
and meadows are sacrificed. The Phase Two Report for OPA 42 explicitly associated the lack of 
protection for meadows with the requirement to identify additional land for development and the reluctant 
decision that with wetlands and woodlands and valleylands fully protected meadowland loss was the only 
option to find the necessary land. 
 
This decision to devalue meadowland is predicated on the assumption that development must occur in 
some natural open-space areas and the least damaging option was to sacrifice meadows. This may have 
been true when sprawl-based development was the only option and when population growth rate was 
high. Since neither of these conditions apply to Guelph any longer it is important that the decision to 
eliminate meadowland from the open-spaces of the city be reviewed. 
 
The evidence for reduction in population pressure for Guelph is now extensive. On the next page I 
provide two graphs – one for Guelph’s population growth rate since settlement began and a second in 
which growth rates for Guelph and for the Region of Waterloo for the last fifteen years are displayed. The 
steady decline in growth rate is clear. This trend is completely consistent with  trends in all countries with 
developed economies and the future for Canada, Ontario and Guelph is equally clearly one of stabilized 
population, a condition already reached in Europe and Japan. 
 
It is important to recognize that the Places To Grow population forecasts were established by the Province 
to confirm the capacity of cities to accommodate higher populations if this was required. In the new era of 
reducing population pressure Guelph has no obligation to reach the population forecast in PTG and is free 
to make planning decisions that support the goals of  sustainability and high quality of life for its citizens 
without violating any undertaking to the Province. 
 
Specific to this site it is also important to recognize that there is no need-based justification for further 
depleting the City’s dwindling Open Space by converting this natural area to sprawl-based housing. The 
19 houses that are proposed would be isolated from the developed areas of the City, an undesirable 
intrusion into a functioning multifaceted natural area complex, and entirely dependent on automobiles for 
transport. Linkage by sidewalk or bicycle are presently nonexistent and shopping and service areas are 
many km distant. 
 
The University has no basis for declaring this land surplus to its long-term requirements when due 
consideration is given to the mutual concerns of University and City to protect and enhance greenway 
corridors, trails, parks, and open space for current and future generations As is noted in the OP the 
grounds of the University have a vital role in enhancing the landscapes of the City and the open-space 
network that runs throughout the City. 
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From: Andrew & Tonya Lunau Smith   

Sent: July 23, 2013 1:17 PM 
To: Clerks 

Subject: Proposed shared rental housing licensing comments 

  

Greetings, 

 We are residents of Ward 5, a neighbourhood with many rental homes occupied by 
students at the University of Guelph. 

 Regarding property standards, we are in support of implementing a licensing program for 
shared rental housing that compels landlords to take care of their properties in an 
appropriate and timely manner, and that helps protect the safety of tenants. Further to 
that, we would like to see such a program include a published set of penalties and fines 
that are enforced, along with public access to bylaw complaints on such properties. There 
should be strict limits on the number of complaints a landlord can receive, with 
substantial fines and licensing removal for continued non compliance. 

 Regarding noise bylaw standards, furthermore, we would like to see noise bylaw 
complaints included in the public access records through the Guelph.ca web site - not 
only property standards complaints - and such complaints should also be tracked and a 
limit enforced on the number of complaints a property can receive during a given time 
period. We have had many noise-related issues in our neighbourhood and it seems the 
repeated visits from bylaw officers are not an effective way of providing a long-term 
solution to nuisance parties and disruptive students. Significant fines imposed on 
landlords (and to the disruptive tenants) should be part of this licensing program, in our 
opinion. 

 Thank you, 

 Andrew & Tonya Lunau Smith 

 







July 24, 2013 
      
Mayor Karen Farbridge 
City Hall 
Carden Street 
Guelph 
 
Leanne Piper 
Ward 5 Councilor 
62 Mary Street 
Guelph, Ontario 
N1G 2B1 
 
Lise Burcher 
Ward 5 Councilor 
104 Maple Street 
Guelph, Ontario 
N1G 2G2 
 
Dear Mayor Farbridge, Councilors Leanne & Lise: 
 
We have been reading with some interest the reports on the proposed licensing program for rental 
housing in the city. As you know from our previous letters and e-mails (we have been advising you 
of our concerns for almost four years) about property standards and absentee landlords we have 
an interest in how City Council proceeds.  
 
We understand that on July 29, 2013 City Council will consider pursuing a community consultation 
process to advise Council on the matter of a licensing program. We encourage Council to pursue 
this consultation. 
 
As noted in a previous letter to you (February 28, 2013) towards the close of the Ward 5 
Community Well Being initiative meeting in 2012 a follow up meeting on the subject of absentee 
landlords and student housing in Ward 5 was proposed by our two Council representatives. This 
meeting did not happen, Mayor Farbridge referenced this meeting in an e-mail to us on March 5, 
2013, but there was no follow up from Councilors or staff. So we have to hope that a broader 
community consultation will help Council get to the issues that dominate some neighbourhoods.  
 
As I noted in earlier letters to you if we track the timeline for this process we estimate it will be 
2014, or possibly later depending on the consultation process, when Council will have 
recommendations to consider before implementation of a By-Law. It will be at least 4 years since I 
wrote to you about the concerns in our neighbourhood. We are aware that the residents of the Old 
University neighbourhood have been expressing their concerns to Council for a much longer 
period. 
 
We are interested in a Community Consultation and will be prepared to offer our views. We 
suggest that any consultation involve individual neighbourhood conversations so that City staff, 
Council and neighbourhood communities have the opportunity to discuss the real impacts rental 
housing and absentee owners have in those neighbourhoods specifically. 
 
Based on our initial reading of proposals we would support a licensing program that is self-funded, 
has no impact on the property taxpayer and has annual inspections. Fire safety, electrical safety, 
health standards are all important features of an inspection program as is the maintenance of 
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property standards. Based on our experience in this neighbourhood we do not believe that the 
option of a `self-certification` licensing model would be effective in maintaining neighbourhood 
standards and would encourage Council to not pursue this as an option. 
 
As we noted in previous letters the majority of the Ward 5 residents in attendance at the 
Community Well Being Ward conversation spent most of the evening on the topic of absentee 
landlords and student housing. It is a major concern for many Ward 5 residents, for us Community 
Well Being starts with creating a resolution to student housing in family neighbourhoods. As I 
noted in a letter to you in September 2012 (before the Community Wellbeing Ward conversations): 
 
“It is a challenge to talk about community wellbeing issues when we are unable to resolve issues 
of respect for neighbourhoods and neighbours. Properties that are in disrepair or unkempt, that do 
not meet minimum standards of upkeep are a blight on neighbourhoods and communities.” 
 
Views echoed still today in many Ward 5 conversations. 
 
In the meantime residents continue to be directly impacted and more family homes are bought by 
investors and turned into rental accommodation. A quick scan of some Guelph real estate websites 
show how the real estate community looks at rental housing in Guelph, it is an investment 
opportunity, City licensing is a potential impediment, neighbourhood impacts are never mentioned. 
So the issues keep growing, the prospect of student rental ghettos remains. For Ward 5 residents 
this really is a matter of some urgency, we live with the issues every day. 
 
We assume that with an effective licensing program enforcement will be more rigorous than it is 
currently and will not depend on a complaints based system to react and respond to issues. 
 
As we noted in previous letters to say that we are disappointed and frustrated is a huge 
understatement. Council and City that have not, in our view, made the issue of absentee landlords, 
property standards and student tenants a priority. Hopefully with this new proposal on licensing 
Council will move ahead with some urgency to address issues that have impacted large sections of 
the City for some years. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Original signed by: 
Ann Mackenzie 
J. A. Mackenzie 
 
Ann & Jim Mackenzie 
 
cc  Janet Laird 

Executive Director, Planning Building, Engineering and Environment 
 

PS  I thought the following reference on the City website in relation to the upcoming Council 
discussion could have been worded differently 
 
Community members hoping to address City Council during the meeting are invited to contact 
the City Clerk’s Office by Friday, July 26 at 9 a.m. 
 
I thought that in our civic democracy `wishing` would send a better message than `hoping`. 







To: Madame Mayor, Councillors and Staff 

Re: Support for Community Consultation on the Licensing of Rental Housing 

 

I have followed the progress of both the city and the university in dealing with the 

many issues surrounding off-campus student housing. Such housing is usually in 

former family homes and, if the three absentee landlords on my block are any 

indication, many absentee-landlords probably do not follow city “rules.”I hope, 

therefore, a community discussion would include how licensing could address the 

non-compliance issue. The landlords owning houses on my block have: 

-  proceeded with renovations without building permits, 

- tried to put student renters in basement rooms without egress windows, 

- and attempted to rent more rooms than allowed by the bylaw (an ongoing 

issue with one house). 

The onus to inform the city of these issues falls to the neighbours and then, to 

add insult to injury, the right to inspect these properties is limited. 

 

This non-compliance issue will continue as long as investors view student housing 

as a cash cow. In the August, 2013 issue of the magazine Canadian Real Estate 

Wealth, there is an article entitled “Six Ways to Get Rich Through Real Estate.” 

The article identifies student housing as one of the six ways. The authors advise : 

“Investors can find relatively affordable properties in smaller cities such as St. 

Catharines, Fredricton, Guelph or Antigonish….” The article then goes on to say: 

“….cash flow can be significantly higher as you can have more paying tenants per 

property. An investor could get, say, five students paying $400-$500 per bed 

rather than a single family paying $1,200 for a whole property.” (page 16) 

With such a view of potential tenants, investors are often only interested in the 

bottom line and could easily decide to cut corners to increase their monthly cash 

flow. 



 

Landlords seem to think they are already regulated enough but if they turn a blind 

eye to bylaws, building permits and fire safety, then who is to monitor this 

housing? Without a licensing scheme how are houses inspected for such 

infractions? 

The city needs to have an honest discussion about the non-compliance of many 

absentee-landlords which is one of the main reasons for proceeding with 

community consultation re a potential licensing program. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to express my opinion, 

Sylvia Watson 
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Date:  July 25, 2013 

 
To:  Mayor Farbridge and Guelph City Council 
 
From:  Morris and Donna Haley, Guelph Ontario 
 
Re:  Guelph City Council Meeting July 29, 2013 

Agenda Item  PBEE – 2013.26:  Rental Housing Licensing Cost 
Benefit Analysis (CBA) 

 
 
Summary: 
 
1)  Residential licensing is simply  wasteful public policy.  Licensing does not enable 
City Staff to identify “illegal landlords” more easily; it does not promote “safety”.  
However licensing does impose a cost to firstly Tenants and secondly to “legal 
Landlords” that need not be licensed. 
 
2) This submission comments on the inadequacy of the CBA.  Mayor Farbridge, during 
the July 15th PBEE Meeting you stated to the effect that facts and not ideology should 
determine whether or not a licensing program should be implemented.  We believe that 
only a person who believed in the ideology of licensing, without regard to the facts and 
experiences of Municipalities elsewhere, would support the CBA Report and therefore a 
residential licensing program in Guelph. 
 
Purpose: 
 
This submission provides additional comments for Council’s consideration to reject the 
CBA & to reject a residential licensing program.  
 
 At the July 15, 2013 PBEE  meeting the Committee  voted by a 3-2 margin to accept 
the CBA and to present it to City Council (Agenda Item PBEE – 2013.26) to authorize 
City Staff “to proceed with public consultation …. to guide the development of a rental 
housing licensing program.”  
 
This  submission is in addition to the submission provided from Joseph Hoffer, Cohen 
Highley LLP submitted on our behalf  to the PBEE Committee Meeting on July 15, 2013. 
Mr. Hoffer’s submission is included as part of the July 29, 2013 Agenda Documentation. 
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Comments: 
 
1)  Contrary to Staff statements in the CBA and at the July 15th PBEE Meeting, 
licensing will not make it easier for Fire Safety & City Zoning Inspectors to access 
residential properties where owners & occupants refuse entry. 
 
It is incorrect for Staff to state a license by-law will make it easier for Staff to inspect a 
residential premise, if consent is not given by occupant/owners.  Under the Municipal 
Act an Inspector will still need to swear an affidavit and get a warrant as is presently 
required.  The process to obtain the warrant is presently time consuming and expensive 
and that process will not change under licensing. 
 
It is equally easy for the municipality to use its Inspection by-law and relevant 
housing/property standards/health by-laws to enter a property for the purpose of 
carrying out an inspection. 
 
 
Underground Landlords who do not self-register still need to be searched out which is 
an expensive process with or without licensing.  In Waterloo, after 1.5 years of licensing 
only 37% of estimated properties (not licensed under the previous program) have self 
licensed. Guelph Staff estimate that 50% in year one and later 66% of Landlords will 
license. That is an overly optimistic assumption. 
 
Licensing only affects the compliant & legal Landlords and their Tenants who must pay 
for the system.    
 
The above comments are based on our review of the Municipal act, Waterloo’s 
Licensing By-law and legal commentary we have received. We would welcome any 
documented comments to the contrary from City Staff. 
 
Question: 
In this regard what is the advantage of licensing? 
 
 
2)  The CBA (Page 18) summarizing License Fee Revenues and Program Cost 
Projections cannot be evaluated for reasonableness: 
 
Detailed financial information to support the summary information provided on page 18 
of this Report is not provided.  The Report provides the vaguest information possible.  

 It is impossible to evaluate the reasonableness of expected license revenue, the 
program costs provided and the assumptions used.  Did the PBEE Committee members 
have additional information on which to evaluate the financial implication of the license 
models presented? Unlikely. How could  the PBEE Committee accept this report and 
recommend acceptance to Council with such skimpy information? 
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a) No detail is provided on how 8,700 dwelling units where determined. Is that 
number reasonable? 

b) Even under our Access Of Information request Staff refused to provide a 
calculation how  the 8,700 units were determined.  

c) No detail is provided to arrive at an assumed 50% and 66% compliance rate.  
Does Staff not care about the projected rate of non-compliance? 

d) No detail is provided to arrive at a base of 14,287 licensed bedrooms in Year 1. 
e) Program costs, increasing at an unreasonably high 4.7% rate annually, are 

provided in only one line item.  For disclosure purposes a simple cost summary 
schedule should be provided to set out costs for each type of Staff function and 
overhead function.  Taxpayers have a fundamental right to know these details 
and Council Members should have access to this information.  If not, we are 
concerned about basic governance and ability of elected Officials to make to 
make an informed decision. 

 
 
 

3) The CBA Report ignores current conditions that indicate licensing is not 
required: 

a) Proposed construction effects of two purpose built student high buildings are ignored: 

The Report makes reference to “stable neighbourhoods” and “destabilization” which are 
code words to say neighbourhoods and the City believe there are too many rental 
houses in residential areas adjacent to the University. 

Recently, the OMB gave approval to construct a purpose built student apartment 
building containing 1,100 bedrooms at Stone Road & Gordon Street.  In addition, 
approval will likely be given to construct a purpose built student occupied condominium 
building containing 600 plus bedrooms.  We suspect there are other plans to build other 
purpose built high-rise student occupied buildings. 

Additional accommodation supply will automatically reduce demand for rental 
accommodations in neighbourhood areas thus  reducing claims that these areas are 
being  are being destabilized, a claim that we believe is over exaggerated. 

 

b) The success of recent enhanced enforcement is ignored in the CBA: 

The Report completely ignores that enhanced pro-active enforcement implemented in 
2011/2012 of behavioural and zoning type by-laws have been successful.  Complaints 
have been reduced and Neighbourhood Groups cite fewer behavioral instances as 
noted in recent Town and Gown Meetings and media reports. 
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Results of the enhanced enforcement program have not been disclosed in the 
Report and to the Public.   Today we learned that City Staff refused to provide this 
information to us in response AOI Request. Why?   

 
It is too soon to give up on enhanced enforcement.  The Report implies the related cost 
is presently $307,000 which involved the hiring of one Fire Prevention Officer and one 
zoning Inspector plus overhead costs (Attachment 2, Page 18).  Given that by-law 
enforcement was not increased for many years prior to 2012 then that cost is 
reasonable and should be financed from the City’s general budget.. 

 

c) CBA Report ignores the fact that by-law enforcement prior to 2012 was only done on 
a complaint basis & inspection staff not increased for 20 prior years : 

City Staff in September 2010 informed us that be-law enforcement was only currently 
and previously done on a complaint basis even through  University enrollment doubled 
& the City’s population increased by 25% over the previous 20 years.   

However, by-law staffing and enforcement did not increase over this time.   

During this time the City did not proactively enforce zoning by-laws.  For example, 
during 2008 and 2009 Staff advised us that only 13 unregistered house apartments and 
13 unlicensed lodging houses (renting 5+ bedrooms) where removed and then only on a 
complaint basis.  In addition, we were advised by in 2010 by Staff the City had not ever 
taken any SRH Landlord to Court for improper zoning rental use and sought penalties to 
encourage compliance with zoning by-laws.. 

No wonder behaviorial and rental zoning uses became concerns in some 
neighbourhoods. 

It is unreasonable for the Report to state the difficulties of applying existing by-laws 
when the same by-laws have not been pro-actively enforced prior to 2012.   It`s also 
unreasonable to maintain Staff need a license program to work alongside existing by-
laws as another ``tool ‘. 

The CBA  Report proposed to implement a licensing program, hire an additional 8 to 10 
to 17 employees to basically provide a by-law enforcement function on a catch-up basis 
that should have been implemented many years ago as part of normal City operations 
and funded by property taxes.   

License fees only represent an additional form of property taxes or double taxation to 
Landlords.    

 
4) CBA  Report No. 13-32 is not a true “Cost-Benefit Analysis”.  Why? 

 By definition a cost benefit analysis take at least two material divergent positions and 
analyizes the comparable financial benefits and costs along with other advantage and 
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disadvantages.  A proper CBA would also consider an option not to implement a 
licensing program, enforce existing by-laws and then compare that option with a license 
program. 

Instead, the Report takes a position that a licensing program is automatically necessary 
and simply presents a comparable cost summary of three potential licensing models. 

After 4+ years of debating this topic there still has not been a serious analysis if 
licensing is really necessary.  There has been no discussion on how existing by-law 
enforcement tools can be more efficiently applied. 

Instead, Municipalities like Guelph, see Licensing as another tool allowed to it under the 
Municipal Act since 2007.   

 
Only Municipalities in Ontario that have Universities & Colleges adjacent to residential 
neighbourhoods have ever implemented licensing programs.  Other Municipalities can 
support Tenant safety without licensing.  Why? Is it because Municipalities, like Guelph, 
want to impose restrictive provisions on Landlords to encourage less student housing in 
neighbourhoods close to the University? 

 
5) The CBA Report purposefully ignores the negative impact a license by-law 
would have on affordable and supply of housing: 

 The Report on page 9 casually states the impact to affordable housing will be 
“minimal”.   

License fee costs will firstly be passed on to Tenants or secondly then absorbed by 
Landlords. Some Landlords may cease operations & reduce rental supply.  Either way 
Tenants will be affected negatively. 

This Report implicitly refers to student rental housing. Since a licensing program would 
be City wide then the general population renting the same affected accommodations will 
find their rents will increase unnecessarily as Landlords attempt to pass on license fee 
costs. 

The Report does not address the potential unintended consequence of a reduced 
housing supply. 

Rental properties that have been safely and legally rented for decades would be 
required to pay a license for no value added. 

 

6) The Report ignores that licensing will not resolve behavioral issues: 

The February 19th Licensing Directions report acknowledged  that licensing will not deal 
with “zoning domain” issues such as property standards; intensity use of a property.  By 
extension, licensing will not resolve behavioral issues that were the focus of previous 
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unsuccessful licensing efforts made during 2010.  City Staff have even told us a license 
program won`t control unruly behaviour. 

It is behaviourial issues, mostly caused by a small number of Tenants that cause the 
vast majority of complaints from residential neighbourhoods.  Behavioural issues cannot 
be controlled by any Landlord.  Application of existing by-laws, charging the people 
responsible, is the only way to control such instances. 

The enhanced enforcement program that commenced in 2011/2012 has materially 
reduced behavioural issues.  This program should be given additional time to work.      

 
 
7) City Staff has refused to answer Citizen’s questions which make potential   
public consultations on licensing a charade:  

The February 19th License Directions Report No. 13-04 and the CBA July 15th Report 
No. 13-32 provided the most vague information on City`s intentions to implement a 
license program.   

Many questions were raised from Report No. 13-04. We and other individuals contacted 
City Staff with additional questions which where ignored.  

 City Staff at a subsequent Town and Gown meeting advised this action was taken 
based on legal advice given to them. We as Taxpayers have a fundamental right to 
basic information that is used to develop public policy.  This attitude on part of City Staff 
shows bad faith and indicates a hidden agenda... 

Should this process proceed to public consultation then City Staff must be directed  
provide full back-up information to the Public`s questions.  Otherwise public 
consultations will be a charade. 
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