A great place to call home

A vibrant downtown

AGENDA
GUELPH CITY COUNCIL
November 5, 2007 — 7:00 p.m.

= O Canada
= Silent Prayer

= Disclosure of Pecuniary Interest

PUBLIC MEETING
UNDER THE PLANNING ACT

Council is now in a public meeting under the Planning Act to deal with the following matters:

1) 264, 348, 408, 452 CRAWLEY ROAD AND 385 MALTBY ROAD WEST:
proposed Draft Plan of Subdivision and Associated Zoning By-law Amendment
(23T-06503/2C0617) — Ward 6

Staff presentation by Al Hearne

Mark Cowie on behalf of Industrial Equities Guelph Corporation
Astrid J. Clos, applicant

Councillor Susan Fielding, Township of Puslinch

Paul Rice

Charles Cecile

2) 108 FOREST STREET: proposed Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendment
(OP0604/2C0616) — Ward 5

Staff presentation by Melissa Castellan

Nancy Shoemaker on behalf of the applicant

Tom Kriszan

Dr. Doug Friars

Lloyd Gringham

John Campbell

Mark Bailey

Sarah Lowe

Bruce Ryan

Unto Kihlanki

Daphne Wainman-Wood, on behalf of Old University Neighbourhood
Group

Mark Sears on behalf of Harcourt Memorial United Church
Laura Maxie

Peter Gill

Ann Lotter

Please bring reports which were previously distributed.



ADJOURNMENT




264, 348, 408, 452 Crawley Road and
385 Maltby Road West Application



Township of Puslinch

7404 Wellingtan Rd. 34, R.R.3, Guelph, Onlario N1H 6HY
lelephone: (519) 763-1226  Tax: (519) 7G3-9846

October 24, 2007
Via E-mait

City of Guelph
City Hall

59 Carden Street
Guelph, ON

Attention: Lois Giles, City Clerk
Dear Ms. Giles:

Re: Your File 23T-06503/ZC-0617
264, 348, 408, 452 Crawley Road and 385 Maltby Road West
Industrial Equities Guelph Corporation and
Evelyn F. Milburn and William A. Mitburn

We hereby confirm receipt of the Public Meeting Notice dated October 9, 2007
advising of the meeting to be held on November 5, 2007 with respect to the
ahove-reference application.

Please he advised that the Township intends to submit comments and concerns
with respact t0 the application but hereby requests an extension of the
commenting deadline in order that our technical experts have an opportunity to
review the various reports.

Please also be advised that there will be Township Councll members attending
and commenling at the public meeting on November 5.

Thank you for your co-operation In this matter,

Yours very truly,
A il TR

{Mrs.) Branda Law, AMCT
CAQ/Clerk-Treasurer

BL*hk
e Al Hearne — emall al.hearne@guelph.ca
Counciflor Christing Billings — emall Christine. bilfings@aquelph.ca
Counciflor Karl Watitstein - email kar wettstelh@quelph.ca
Mr. Paui Rice, 264 Malthy Road West, RR 3 Stn Main, Guelph, ON N1H 6H9




30 October, 2007

City of Guelph
City Hall

59 Carden St
Guelph, ON
N1H 3A1

Attention; Lois Giles

Re: Proposed Plan of Subdivision 264, 348, 408 452 Crawley Rd & 3B5 Maltby Rd.
W. (City of Guelph File 23T-06503/ZC-0617)

We are in receipt of the Public Meeting Notice dated October 9, 2007 advising of the meeting on
November 5, 2007 with respect to the above noted proposed industrial subdivision.

As neighbouring Puslinch residents living along the south side of Maltby Road W., we are
submitting these preliminary comments but wish to reserve our right to submit more detailed
comments and concerns with respect to the proposed subdivision at a later date. Given that we
have had less than three weeks to digest and consult on the revised application, we are
requesting an extension of the comment deadtine.

We reviewed the original draft plan and associated reports and submitted prefiminary comments
to the City Planning Depariment by letters dated 30 April, 2007 (Paul & Gayle Rice) and May 22,
2007 (Bruce & Lisa MacEachern and Family). Subsequent enquiries on our part indicated that a
revised proposal would be forthcoming and we suspended our analysis pending receipt of the
new praposal. The notice of the Public Meeting received on October 12 and a telephone call on
October 29 from the developer are the first and only responses that we have received to dale.

Please be advised that we recognize the City's right and desire to develop those lands to our
north that are suitable for development. Our request is that development occur in such a manner
as to respect the environmental sensitivity of the area, its connection to the much larger complex
of Manlon, Torrance and Mill Creek watersheds and, in such a manner that it respects the existing
residential nature of Maltby Road W.

Our interest in this proposed development is as follows;

» Our residential properties are on the south side of Maltby Rd. w., Twp. of Puslinch, io the
south-east of the proposed development

»  Our properties, and other surrounding properties within both the City and Township contain
protected wetlands and mature forested areas which are part of a much larger complex,
including those wetlands, forests and other environmentally sensitive areas within the
proposed development

« Our properties, as is the proposed development, are on the Paris Moraine, on the northern
boundary of the Mill Creek watershed

«  The headwaters of McCrimmon Creek, which flow southward to Aberfoyle Creek, are on our

properties as well as neighbouring City properties to the north, although we are not sure that
the flows are well understood

. The wellands and forested areas of our properties are fundamental to the quiet enjoyment of
our residences and. as such, we try to be good stewards of the land. The health of the



wetlands and forest on our properties are, however, dependent upon the health of similar
features on surrounding lands, including the proposed development lands.

We are currently reviewing the new proposal and without forfeiting our right to expand upon the
issues after a more detailed analysis, our identified concerns to date are as follows:

Wetlands, woodlots, buffers, and other environmentally sensitive areas

The Hanlon Creek Watershed Study identified the protected areas within the Hanlon Creek
Watershed and northern fringes of the Mill Creek Watershed as far south as Maltby Rd. Those
recommendations were accepted by the Guelph City Council of the day and reflected in the
current zoning (City of Guelph Zoning By-Law Map 71). The protected areas encompass virtually
all of the lands on the eastern half the lands proposed for development (Environmental Impact
Study (EIS), Appendix X, figure 3.4.2).

The business park proposal appears to have removed from protection much of the linkage area
as identified in the Hanlon Creek Watershed study, and proposes to include it in the area to be
developed. City Council adopted a motion to provide “an ideal Natural Heritage System within
the watershed (including the Upper Reaches of Tributary A and the Paris-Galt-Moffat Moraine),
with enhanced linkages, buffers, and natural areas, as well as connections to the Speed River

Welland, the Galt Creek Swamp, the Arkell-Corwhin Wetland, and Torrance Creek, outside the
watershed”.

No explanation for the significant discrepancy is provided.

When the Hanlon Greek Watershed report was approved by city council (April 18,1994), one
could assume that the city recognized the importance of not only the individual wetlands, and
forested areas, but also the connections that these units had to one another. This would include
the linkages to our properties and those properties around us. A review of the aerial maps in the
EIS and the attached map, Appendix B taken from the EIS, illustrates the iarger context.

Paris Moraine recharge areas

There appears to be agreement that preservation of both the guantity and quality of the
groundwater recharge is extremely important. Several sources are cited as to the necessity to
protect recharge areas, particulariy on the maoraines.

in fact, Mayor Farbridge along with others including our own mayor, Mayor Whitcombe, and MPP
Liz Sandals successfully lobbied the Province to review policies with respect to the Galt-Paris
moraine. Councillor Kovach was quoted in the Guelph Mercury as saying "it's important the
province looks at this moraine because the actions of other municipalities affect Guelph's water”.
We only ask that Gueiph heed its own advice and proceed with caution. Guelph's current water
supply comes from the Speed-Eramosa watershed, but any southward search for additional
sources will extend into the Mill Creek Watershed.

Based on these initial concerns, perhaps the development application is premature and should
wait until the moraine review is complete.

Moraine recharge important to our properties

The guantity and quality of the recharge is extremely important to our personal health and the
health of our property. :



The southward groundwater flows from the subject property and from the property to its
immediate east (lot 15, rear conc. 7) are fundamentally critical to the health of the wetlands and

forest on our properties. In fact, the EIS states that “maintenance of the on-site infiltration wilt
infiltrate wetlands off-site to the south”,

Those same groundwater flows are aiso fundamentally critical to our personal heaith. We know
one of our domestic water wells is located in the shallow aguifer either in the sand and gravel
layer beneath the til! or a gravel lens.

For our own health and protection, we would expect evidence, supported by appropriate third
party experts, that confirms there will be no impact on the quantity and quality of the groundwater
as development occurs along Maltby Road. This applies not only to the proposed site, but also
adjacent sites to the east and north, as well as any sewer or other work the city may undertake
that might negatively impact groundwater levels and our wells. We would also expect mutually
agreed benchmarks, on-going monitors, and documented commitments from the City to promptly
mitigate and rectify any unforeseen adverse effects.

While there has been some discussion, additional work and exchange of correspondence fo

examine some of these issues, we are not yet satisfied that the work is complete and the
commitments in place.

Habitat and Groundwater Linkages

The Hanlon Creek Watershed Study ignored property boundaries. It examined the whole
complex to provide a benchmark for development. The EIS makes reference to the importance of
linkages and indeed the need to widen them in some instances. Figure 6 shows two major
corridors either side of development Block 1. Disregarding for the moment the fact that Block 1
appears to be in the middle of a protected area under the Hanlon Creek Watershed Study, there
are issues with these major corridors.

The easterly corridor is dependent upen adjacent lands, not subject to this rezoning application,
to provide much of the corridor. In fact there are wetlands and forested areas on the adjacent
lands that are a critical part of the Hanlon and Mill Creek complexes. If the proposed
development is going to depend on adjacent lands to provide sufficient corridors and buffers, and
if the adjacent lands contain significant features that are part of a larger complex, we are
concerned as to how those adjacent lands are going to be protected. This piece-meal approach
risks losing important features and function.

We are concerned that action is not being taken now to firmly identify and protect those lands
from any development consideration. Habitat and groundwater linkages must be established and
protected. Relying upon adjacent lands to provide these corridors is not sufficient. As such, it
appears that the accepted results of the study are not being adhered to.

Traffic

The traffic impact study focused primarily on the Hanlon Expressway (Hwy. B), Southgate, and
the intersecting roads at Laird, Clair, and Maltby. Traffic on Maitby east of the proposed
Southgate extension was not addressed.

To the immediate south of the proposed development there is currently only one farm residence
in Puslinch Township. However, to the immediate east, Maitby is a rural residential road
bordered by several residences, both in Puslinch Twp. and in the city.



in response to the initial proposal, we requested additional traffic study information, but this has
yet to be provided. The developments currently in progress and those in the future along
Southgate from Laird to Maltby will have a cumulative traffic impact on Maltby, between Gardon
and the Hanlon Expressway. This impact must be studied.

Road Alignments

Having read the available documentation, there is uncertainty in the proposed road alignment for
Southgate and the implications for roads Crawley and Maltby West. There is also insufficient
information on possibie interim improvements to the Hanlon/Maltby intersection, and long-term
plans for connections to the proposed new interchange between Maltby and County Road 34.
The absence of information does not allow for a considered discussion as to the appropriateness
of proposed road alignments or possible alterations to existing roads.

In addition, if Southgate is extended to Maltby as proposed, and if Maltby has to be upgraded to
an industrial standard between Southgate and the Hanlon, as quoted in the study, there are
several concerns. For example:

+ How will Maltby be upgraded between Southgate and the Hanlon with nil intrusion into
the wetlands, including no loss of wetland area, no loss of wetland function and no
additional contaminants leeching into the wetlands or groundwater?

» How will industrial and especially truck traffic be directed towards the Hanlon?

+ How will the remainder of Maltby east of the proposed Southgate/Maltby intersection be
protected, including passive solutions to limit traffic so that the rural residential nature of
the road is not compromised?

« How will Southgate ultimately connect to the proposed new Hanlon interchange between
Maliby and County Road 347

See also separate letter regarding Maltby Road W., Appendix A, attached.

Driveway to development Block 1

The original design included a proposal for a road to bisect one of the key buffers and linkages in
order to develop an area of about seven hectares identified as Block 1. Ignering for the moment
that most of Block 1 is a linkage area within the Hanlon Creek Watershed Study, a “driveway”
directly off Maltby Road with a “possible” future road connection on adjacent lands to the east is
now proposed to access this area.

This proposal is of serious concern. This driveway of even greater length directly through the
wetlands appears to be far more intrusive than the previously proposed road. The development of
this driveway through key environmental lands identified in the developer's plan as linkages
between protected wetlands directly violates the consullant's own criteria for buffers.

According to the map provided, even the raw buffer does not aliow for access. The draft EIS had
included this area as part of the large, continuous wetland corridor to be protected.

The revised proposal also includes a possible road connection 1o Block 1 from lands to the east.
Lands to the east are not subject to this application and any discussion of such a connection is
premature.

Given that: 1} much of Block 1 is a linkage area as defined by the Hanlon Creek Watershed
Study, 2) that this proposal is suggesting a key linkage corridor exists off the property to the east,
and 3) that access to Block 1 is an issue, would it not be best to defer any re-zoning of the lands
an the east side of the subject property until such time as a proposal is brought forward regarding



the lands to the east? A more comprehensive view is appropriate in order to make decisions
regarding this critical environmental land mass.

We acknowledge that the originalty planned roads A and B have been removed and other
objections addressed, but this revised proposal leaves many unanswered guestions.

Site Plan Issues

There are few specific recommendations with respect to numerous site plan issues, some of
which are fundamenital to protection of the environment.

For example, there appears to be consensus that distributed storm water recharge facilities will
best mimic the existing groundwater recharge. The E!S, page 40, states that "the key
consideration for maintenance of water balance in wetlands is maintenance of groundwater levels
{via infiltration and spatial locations of infiltration). In order to maintain groundwater levels
throughout the site, ot level infiltration will be necessary.”

However, it is proposed to locate these facilities after the site has been cleared and leveled.
There appears to be no provision for interim infiltration across the site. It also appears that
recharge facilities will be constructed after the fact, as there are no protections articulated to
ensure that suitable existing, natural infiltration areas will be retained during construction.

A review of the documentation also does not appear to address other environmental

consequences of the proposed development and possible negative impacts on the adjacent
residential area.

The EIS does recommend strict limitations on sait usage. However, there are many other
concerns that are not addressed. Without limiting a list of possible issues, some potential areas
of conflict with the residential and rural areas arise: light, noise and odour poltution, orientation of
loading docks and outside activities, siting of structures, visual interfaces between the residential
and industrial areas, etc.

Specific provisions should be provided to limit light pollution, establish acceptable noise levels at
the development boundaries, and orient loading docks and outside activities to the north and west
away from the residential areas. All accesses should be either from Southgate or internal Road A
_ie. none from Maltby Road. The area along Maltby shouid be a combination of virgin natural
environment and a well-maintained jandscaped buffer.

We believe that key site conditions should be articulated as part of zoning approval or, that an

appropriate advisory committee, including citizen participation, be established to work with the
city and developer.

Protections must be encoded, especially issues more appropriate to the site design stage and
assurances made that resident concerns will be incorporated.

Maple Woodict

The EIS makes reference to the hardwood bush that “was so extensively cut that its function was
essentially destroyed and is beyond effective restoration”. This hardwood bush was part of the
connecting links designated for protection under the Harlon Creek Watershed Study and it was
part of the connecting link to Wetland G. This destruction, according to the report, occurred in
2006 under previous ownership. However, the property has been under Guelph stewardship
since it was annexed from Puslinch in the earfy 1990’s. The apparent lack of stewardship does
nat inspire confidence in the environmental protection promises of the proposed development.



The revised EIS includes a more detailed study of the remnants of this woodlot and provides a
fairly detailed inventory of what is left. The study concludes that it is still not worth rehabilitation.
However, this clearly contradicts the report dated February 27, 2007 from the Guelph Field
Naturalists, which identifies a passive regeneration of this woodlot as appropriate with the
assurance that “provincially and regionally significant plant species will continue to grow”. Also
the study addressed only the woodlot characteristics; it does not address the importance of the
woodlot to the larger context of a well connected complex of wetlands, buffers and finkages as
defined by the Hanlon Creek Watershed Study.

As this small woodlot continues to regenerate it will provide significant ecological functions within
the business park development.

in conclusion, although we have read the reports, we do not profess to be subject experts.
However, as adjacent property-owners and stewards of the environment under our ownership, we
have a very real and significant vested interest in the development of these and other lands in
south Guelph. We look forward to the opportunity to review additional information, consultation
armongst stakeholders, and opportunities to dialogue with subject experts.

Sincerely,

Bruce & Lisa MacEachern, .
Stephen & Jeanette Ondercin,
Paul & Gayle Rice. ‘

Residents of Puslinch Township

Aitch: Appendices A and B

CC: Mr. Allan Hearne, Planning and Building Services Division
Mayor Karen Farbridge & Members of Council, City of Guelph
Gary Gousins, Director of Planning, County of Wellington Planning Department
Mayor Brad Whitcombe & Members of Council, Township of Puslinch



Appendix A
30 April 2007

City of Guelph

Planning and Building Services Division
59 Carden St.

Guelph, ON

N1H 3A1

Attention: Mr. Allan Hearne, Senior Development Planner

Re: Possible Widening of Maltby Road

In reviewing the material refated to the proposed industrial subdivision at the corner of the Hanlon
and Maltby Road, | came across the brief comment, “Maltby Rd widening by 5m”. The comment
was attributed to the City.

As residents of Maltby Road W., we wish to state categorically that we will not accept or agree to
any proposal to widen Maltby Rd. West. We will not accept or agree to any proposal to alter its
character from its present function as a residential road. This does not preclude reasonable
improvements, provided those improvements have no impact on the surrounding environment or
alter its fundamental character as a residential road.

The one possible exception might be the streich of road between the Hanion and proposed
Southgate extension/ Maltby intersection. However, if that precipitates a need or demand by the
city to alter the character of all of Maltby West, we will also oppose the extension of Southgate o
Maltby. See also our separate letter regarding the proposed industrial subdivision and the need
for additional traffic studies to identify the impact on Maltby and its residents.

Maltby is unsuitable for widening for the following reasons:

Maltby West, for approximately two-thirds its length between Gordon and the Hanlon bisects
provincially and locally significant wetlands. There is no opportunity to widen the road without
gross intrusion into those wetlands.

Maltby West is also bordered by a variety of extensive woodlands from mature mixed hardwoods
to silver maple swamps and coniferous plantations.

Maltby West is located on the Paris Moraine very near the divide between the Hanlon Creek and
Mill Creek watersheds. The moraine and its associated wetland and woodland complexes are
essential groundwater recharge areas and widely accepted as requiring protection.

Maltby West also bisects a very large environmentally sensitive wetland/ woodland compiex that
extends from north-west in Guelph to south-east in Puslinch along the centre of the seventh
concession (existing and former Puslinch). The Hanlon Creek Watershed Study and the city's
own zoning of the area on the north side of Maltby confirms these features and need for
protection. "Materially altering Maitby would have significant negative consequences.

The other major issue here is one of frust and fairness. As residents of Puslinch, we took a keen
interest in the City's request for additional lands in the early 1990’s. We listened to the City's
arguments with an open mind and in the end we reluctantly accepted the loss of a part of
puslinch when the City annexed the lands. We did not oppose the annexation, on the
understanding that Guelph would service the lands between Clair Rd. and Maltby Rd. (then
Puslinch Sideroad 15) with its own internat road network. We did not oppose the annexalion on



the understanding that Guelph would respect the Puslinch residents who lived along the new
boundary roads and would, despite development on the annexed lands, minimize any negative
impacts on those residents. And, we did not oppose the annexation on the clear understanding
that the City would not attempt to annex a further strip of land in order to further widen Maltby and
negatively impact our residential properties. '

We were fair with the City and we only ask that the City honour its agreement and be fair with us,
your closest neighbours.

Sincerely,

Paul & Gayle Rice

CC: Gary Cousins, County of Wellington Planning Department
Mayor Brad Whitcombe & Members of Council, Township of Puslinch
Mayar Karen Farbridge & Members of Council, City of Guelph
Residents of Puslinch Twp. on Maltby Rd. W.
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“Guelph

COMMUNITY DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT
SERVICES

Report: 0797

TO: Council
DATE: 2007/11/05

SUBJECT: Draft Plan of Subdivision and associated Zoning By-law Amendment
to allow an Industrial Subdivision - (File 23T-06503 / ZC-0617) Ward 6.

RECOMMENDATION:

“THAT Report 07- 97 dated November 5, 2007 regarding a Proposed Draft Plan of
Subdivision and associated Zoning By-law Amendment to allow an Industrial
Subdivision applying to property municipally known as 264, 348, 408, 452 Crawley
Road and 385 Maltby Road West, City of Guelph, from Community Design and
Development Services BE RECEIVED.”

SUMMARY;
This report provides information on a subdivision and rezoning application from Astrid

Clos, Planning Consultant on behalf of Industrial Equities Guelph Corporation and Evelyn
F. Milburn and William A. Milburn.

BACKGROUND:

This application applies to lands located at the north east corner of Crawley Road and
Maltby Road, legally described as Part of Lots 13, 14, and 15, Concession 7, formerly
Township of Puslinch, City of Guelph. The application was received on December 5,
2006 and deemed fo be complete on January 5, 2007. The original Notice of Application
was circulated on January 22, 2007 for comments and a revised application was
received on July 26, 2007.

Location

The lands affected by the application are located at the proposed southerly extension of
Southgate Drive, north of Maltby Road West and east of the Hanlon Expressway
(Highway No. 6) and Crawley Road (see Schedule 1 Location Map & Municipal Address
Map).

The City That Makes A Difference
Page 1 0f 43



The subject lands have a total site area of 87.58 hectares (216.32 acres). The
surrounding lands to the north and northwest are currently being developed for industrial
and warehouse land uses. The Township of Puslinch is located beyond the City's
municipal boundary to the west and south of the subject site.

Official Plan Designation

The lands are designated “Industrial”, “Core Greenlands” and “Non-Core Greenlands
Overlay” on Schedule 1 of the City's Official Plan. Schedule 2 identifies “Provincially
Significant Wetlands” and "Other Natural Heritage Features” applying to the site. The
Industrial designation promotes industrial uses, warehousing, laboratories, data
processing, research and development including other uses listed in Section 7.7 of the
Plan (attached in Schedule 2).

Existing Zoning

The subject lands are presently in the UR (Urban Reserve) Zone, the P.1 {Conservation
Land} Zone, the WL (Wetland) Zone and the Specialized Industrial B.2 (H11) Holding
Zone. Overlays applying to the subject property include the “Lands Adjacent to
Provincially Significant Wetlands” overlay and the “Lands with one of the following:
Locally Significant Wetlands, Significant Woodlots, Natural Corridor, or Linkage" overlay,
as shown in the City of Guelph Zoning By-law (See Schedule 3).

REPORT:

Description of Proposed Plan of Subdivision

The owners have asked to subdivide the subject property in accordance with the draft
plan of subdivision attached in Schedule 4. The proposed subdivision will create three
large blocks for industrial development, four blocks for the protection of environmental
features, one storm water management block, one sanitary pumping station block, roads
and two road widening blocks along Crawley Road. The lands would be subdivided
according to the land use blocks and area breakdown identified in Schedule 4.

Description of Proposed Zoning Bylaw Amendment

To implement the proposed draft pian of subdivision, the owners are proposing to amend
the zoning to include two new Specialized Industrial B.3 Zones. These two new zones
would include the Specialized B.3- _ Zone on Blocks 1 and 2 permitting mainly
manufacturing and warehouse uses and the Specialized *B.3- _ Zone on Block 3. The
Specialized *B.3- _ Zone proposed on Block 3 includes a list of uses that are intended to
assist in the reuse of the stone heritage house located at 264 Crawley Road to the north
of the site, to potentially allow the relocation of the building to a site within Block 3 of the
proposed subdivision. Specialized parking provisions applying to manufacturing and
malls are also proposed in both new Specialized B.3 zones. The proposed zoning also
requests changes to the existing Conservation Land P.1 Zone and Wetland WL Zone
boundaries. The proposed zoning schedule for this industrial park development is shown
in Schedule 5.

The City That Makes A Difference
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In support of this application, the applicant has submitted an Environmental impact Study
(revised July 2007), a Preliminary Engineering Design Report (revised July 2007), a
Hydrageological Study Report and a Traffic Impact Study.

Staff Review
The review of this application will address the following issues:

¢ Review criteria outlined in Section 51(24) of The Planning Act (subdivision
control).

» Evaluation of the proposal against the ‘Industrial’ policies of the Official Plan.

e Review and assessment of the Environmental Impact Study including the need for
more field assessment work addressing wetlands, buffers, corridors and linkages.

e Should the wooded area already zoned P.1 for conservation and protection be
developed?

e Review of the Stormwater Management Strategy, Servicing and Hydrogeological
Reports considering water quality and quantity, infiltration and recharge, and the
proposed sanitary pumping station and forcemain.

» Impact of the development on the Galt-Paris Moraine and impacts on
groundwater.

¢ Review the proposal against the Clean Water Act.

» Consideration of the future servicing and access of adjacent existing properties
and developments in light of future road closings based on MTO Hanlon
Expressway upgrades.

e Assessment of the Traffic Report.

¢ Review of the proposed Zoning.

o Assess the degree of improvements needed to upgrade Maliby Road and the
impact on the Maltby Road residents in the vicinity of the application.

Correspondence from key agencies and property owners received to date is attached in
Schedule 6.

Once the application is analyzed and all issues are addressed, a report from Community
Design and Development Services with a recommendation for refusal or approval will be
considered at a future meeting of Council.

CORPORATE STRATEGIC PLAN:

*Urban Design and Sustainable Growth Goal #1: An attractive, well-functioning and
sustainable City.

*Economic Opportunity Goal #3: A diverse and prosperous local economy.

*Natural Environment Goal #6: A leader in conservation and resource
protection/enhancement.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
Financial implications will be reported in the future Community Design and Development
Services recommendation report to Council.

The City That Makes A Difference
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COMMUNICATIONS:
The original Notice of Application was mailed January 22, 2007 and the Notice of

Application and Public Meeting for the revised proposal was mailed and advertised in the
Guelph Tribune on October 12, 2007.

ATTACHMENTS:

Schedule 1 — Location Map & Municipal Address Map

Schedule 2 — Official Plan Policies

Schedule 3 — Existing Zoning

Schedule 4 — Southgate Draft Plan of Industrial Subdivision

Schedule 5 — Proposed Rezoning

Schedule 6 — Key Agency and Property Owner’s Correspondence to date

Prepared Ey" Recommended By:

Allan C. Hearne R. Scott Hannah

Senior Development Planner Manager of Development and Parks
519 837-5616, ext. 2362 Planning

al.hearne@guelph.ca 519 837-5616, ext. 2359

scott.hannah@guelph.ca

k*la mfonmended By:

es N. Riddeli
Director of Community Design
and Development Services
519 837- 5616, ext. 2361
jim.riddell@guelph.ca

N:\datalword\documents\Southgate Industrial Subdivision\NEW Council info Rpt Southgate Industrial
Revised Nov.5.07.doc
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SCHEDULE 1
Location Map & Municipal Address Map
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SCHEDULE 2
Guelph Official Plan Policies

7.7 Industrial

Objectives
a) To ensure sufficient serviced industrial land to attract a diversified range of industrial
activities.

by To ensure efficient utilization of existing industrial land and promote redevelopment of
under-utilized, or cbsolete sites.

c) To recognize and provide for the needs of, and facilitate the estabiishment of small-scale
industries, incubator-type establishments, and the expansion of existing industries.

d) To maintain adequate standards to ensure attractive industrial developments.

e) To minimize the journey-to-work trips within the community.

fy  To prevent the establishment of offensive trades and nuisances that will hinder the orderly
development of the community and be detrimental to the environment in accordance with
policy 7.1.5.

General Policies

7.7.1 Within areas designated as 'Industrial’ on Schedule 1 of this Plan, the following land uses

shali be permitted:

a) Industrial uses including the manufacturing, fabricating, processing, assembly and
packaging of goods, foods and raw materials;

b)  Warehousing and bulk storage of goods;

¢} Laboratories;

d) Computer and data processing;

e) Research and development facilities;

f) Printing, publishing and broadcasting facilities;

g) Repair and servicing operations;

h)  Transportation terminals;

i) Contractors’ yards,

i) Complementary uses (such as corporate offices, open space and recreation facilities,
public and institutional uses and utilities) which do not detract from, and which are
compatible with, the development and operation of industrial uses.

7.7.2 Complementary uses, as outlined in policy 7.7.1(j), may be permitted within the ‘Industrial’
designation by Zoning By-faw amendment. The adequacy of municipal services to support
the proposed complementary uses will be considered as a component of the zone change
request.

7.7.3 Generally, commercial uses will not be permitted within areas designated as 'Industrial'.
Factory sales outlets will be permitted as an accessory use, provided that only those items
that are substantially manufactured or assembied on site are sold. The sales outlet must be
entirely located on the site in which the items for sale are manufactured or assembled.

7.7.4 Legally—existing industrial establishments not located within areas designated ‘Industrial’ on
Schedule 1 of this Plan shall be recognized as legal conforming uses, subject to the zoning
Provisions in effect at the time of passing of this Plan. When these industries require
expansion or the site is to be redeveloped for another land use activity, these industrial
establishments will be encouraged to relocate into one of the designated industrial areas of
the city.

7.7.5 Itis the policy of the City to maintain a high standard of industrial development.

The City That Makes A Difference
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71.7.6

7.7.7

7.7.8

1. In order to encourage the development of attractive industrial areas, and fo preserve
sites along arterial roads for those industries that desire or require visibility, the City
will pursue the following:

a) Direct such uses as contractors' yards, repair and servicing operations,
transportation terminals and utility yards to locate along local or collector roads
that are not located within an industrial park;

b) Maintain higher development standards along arterial roads or within an industrial
park for such matters as: parking, loading areas, ouiside storage, landscaping,
buffer strips and setback requirements; and

c) Recognize a variety of categories of industrial zones in the Zoning Bylaw.

The City shall ensure an adequate supply and variety of serviced industrial land

to meet the requirements of industrial development.

1. The City will continue to purchase, develop, and market lands for industrial use.

2. The City will continue to provide a variety of industrial activity locations in the various
geographic sectors of Guelph in order to minimize journey to-work frips.

Where industrial and residential (or other sensitive) uses are proposed in proximity to one
another, the City, will use Ministry of the Environment guidelines, to require appropriate
planning/land use regulatory measures that wili promote compatibility between these two
land use types. Measures that can assist in creating compatible environmental conditions
for these basic land uses may include but not be limited to the requirement for minimum
separation distances, sound proofing measures, odour and particulate capture devices.

1. Industrial land within the Hanlon Creek Business Park (lands located to the west of
the Hanlon Expressway and in proximity to Laird Road) will be subject to the following
land use compatibility considerations. Where a development application is proposed
which would permit industrial and residential (or other sensitive uses) to be located in
proximity to one another and may have an adverse effect, the City may require that
one or more of the following measures be used to promote land use compatibility;

a) Require that the Ministry of the Environment Guidelines be applied to encourage
adequate separation distances.

b} Require that a noise evaluation study be prepared, in compliance with the Ministry of
the Environment Guidelines, by a recognized acoustical consultant. This study will be
prepared to the satisfaction of the City. Where appropriate, noise mitigation measures
and warning clauses will be included in the recommendations.

c) Require that appropriate conditions of development approval be imposed to mitigate
identified compatibility issues.

d) Include appropriate regulations in the implementing Zoning By-law. These regulations
may include but are not limited to, minimum building setbacks, maximum building
heights, loading space locations, garbage, refuse and composting facility locations,
outdoor storage locations, requirements for buffer strips, fencing and berms.

e) Impose a Holding Zone to ensure that conditions encouraging land use compatibility
are implemented.

Within areas designated as 'Industrial’ on Schedule 1 of this Plan, there are a number of
properties that have existing zoning, which permits a variety of commercially oriented
uses. Although the presence of these commercial uses is not in keeping with the policies
of this Plan, the City will recognize these existing zoning anomalies at the time of the
passing of this Official Plan, and will zone these properties accordingly in the
implementing Zoning By-law.

7.13 Greenlands System
The Greenlands System represents a planning framework which recognizes that natural
heritage features and their associated landscapes need to be considered in a holistic
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manner in order to provide a comprehensive and integrated approach for conservation
and enhancement.

The Greenlands System is intended to include those features and areas which, are part
of the City's natural heritage as well as areas in which natural hazards may pose a threat
to public safety. These often inter-related areas include:

- wetlands;

- forestry resources;

- streams and valleys;

- ponds;

- areas of natural and scientific interest;

- fish, wildlife and plant habitats;

- flood plains and hazard lands;

- habitat areas for endangered and threatened species.

Objectives

a) To outiine a comprehensive natural heritage system — Greenlands - containing
landscapes, resources and ecofogical functions that are essential to
environmental and public health in the City.

b) To recognize the many important and inter-related functions of our natural
environmental system, and to encourage its protection and enhancement.

c) To provide for the careful conservation of our land, animal, plant, water and air
resources to provide a healthy, prosperous and enjoyable community.

d) To include within the system those certain parts of the City including flood plains
and areas of steep slopes, erosion hazards and unstable soils that may pose
safety and property damage constraints to people and their activities.

e) To acknowledge that the system also has a spiritual value providing visual
pleasure, tranquility, recreation and renewal, essential to human health and well
being.

f} To acknowledge that the system has an economic value related to tourism,
recreation and community vision, which is sustainable if properly managed.

Core Greenlands

7.13.1 The ‘Core Greenlands' land use designation recognizes areas of the Greenlands
System which have greater sensitivity or significance. The following natural
heritage feature areas have been included in the ‘Core Greenlands' designation

of Schedule 1: provincially significant wetlands, the significant portion of habitat
City of Guelph Official Plan 2001 Page 142

November 2006 Consolidation

of threatened and endangered species, and the significant areas of natural and
scientific interest (ANSI). Natural hazard lands including steep slopes, erosion
hazard lands and unstable soils may also be associated with the ‘Core
Greenlands' areas. In addition, the floodways of rivers, streams and creeks are
found within the ‘Core Greenlands' designation.

1. Policies relating to natural heritage feafures are contained in Section 6 of this
Plan.

2. Policies relating to natural hazard lands are contained in Section 5 of this Plan.
7.13.2 The natural heritage features contained within the ‘Core Greenlands’
designation are to be protected for the ecological value and function.

Development is not permitted within this designation. Uses that are permitted
include conservation activities, open space and passive recreational pursuits

that do not negatively impact on the natural heritage features or their associated
ecological functions.

7.13.3 The natural heritage features contained within the ‘Core Greenlands’ designation

The City That Makes A Difference
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are outlined on Schedule 2 of this Plan. Where a development proposal is made
on adjacent fands to these natural heritage features, the proponent is responsible
for completing an environmental impact study in accordance with the provisions
of subsection 6.3 of this Plan. Where appropriate and reasonabie, consideration
will be given to measures to provide for the enhancement of natural heritage
features within the ‘Core Greenlands’ designation as part of such an
environmental impact study.

7.13.4 In implementing the Greenlands System provisions of this Plan, ‘Core Green
areas shall be placed in a restrictive land use category of the implementing
Zoning By-faw, which prohibits development except as may be necessary for the
on-going management or maintenance of the natural environment.

Non-Core Greenlands Overlay

land’

7.13.5 The lands associated with the Non-Core Greenlands overiay on Schedule 1 may

contain natural heritage features, natural feature adjacent lands and natural
hazard lands that should be afforded protection from development. The following
natural features and their associated adjacent /ands are found within the Non-
Core Greenlands area: fish habitat, locally significant wetlands, significant
woodlands, significant environmental corridors and ecological linkages,

significant wildlife habitat. In many instances these natural features also have
hazards associated with them which serve as development constraints.

1. Policies relating to natural heritage features are contained in Section 6 of this
Plan.

2. Policies relating to natural hazard lands are contained in Section 5 of this Plan.
7.13.6 Development may occur on lands associated with the Non-Core Greenlands
overlay consistent with the underlying land use designation in instances where

an environmental impact study has been completed as required by subsection

City of Guelph Official Plan 2001 Page 143

November 2008 Consolidation

6.3 of this Plan, and it can be demonstrated that no negative impacits will occur

on the natural features or the ecological functions which may be associated with
the area. Where appropriate and reasonable, consideration will be given to
measures to provide for the enhancement of any identified natural heritage

feature as part of such environmental impact study.

7.13.7 It is intended that the natural heritage features associated with the Non-Core
Greenlands overlay are to be protected for their ecological value and function.

The implementing Zoning By-faw will be used to achieve this objective by placing
such delineated features from an approved environmental impact study in a
restrictive land use zoning category.

7.13.8 Devefopment may occur on lands associated with the Non-Core Greenlands
overlay where the matters associated with hazard fands as noted in Section 5

can be safely addressed. In addition, development within the flood fringe areas of
the Two Zone Flood Plain will be guided by the policies of subsection 7.14.
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SCHEDULE 3
Existing Zoning
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SCHEDULE 4
Southgate Draft Plan of Industrial Subdivision

DRAFT PLAN GF SUBDVISIOR
SOUTHGATE BUSINEES PARK
23706503
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Description Blocks Area (hectares)
Industrial 1-3 49.99
Open Space 4-7 33.81
Stormwater Management 8 0.78
Sanitary Pumping Station 9 0.07
Road Widening 10, 11 0.47
Roads 2.47
Total 11 87.58
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SCHEDULE 5
Proposed Rezoning

HETWEEN ssONn 48T

ADAR ALLEWANK

THE KING'S HIGHWAY No. 6§ HANLON EXPRESSWAY \....

AT

B.3-_

BLOCK 4
=em

BLOCK &
T

] ﬁ/a
-
8

‘
Eﬁ ~ ‘.\

ASTRID J,CLOS

LEGAL DESCRIFTION

PartofLots 13, t4 & 16
Concosslon 7
(Formiar Towratdp of Puslingh)
Clty of Guaiph

LEGEND

B3

SPECIALEZED IHOUSTRIAL ZONE
{PARKING REGLLATIONS}

EPECIALIZED {HOUSTRIAL ZONE
(PARKING ARECGLILATIONS ADAPTIVE
REUSE OF STONE HOUSE)

CONSERVATION LAND
WETLAND

T T T

poryiiry gt iy P PO NI

The City That Makes A Difference

Page 14 of 43



The two proposed Specialized B.3 Zones would be created as follows:

Specialized B.3- _ Zone on Blocks 1 to 3

Permitted Uses

7.1.2 Manufacturing
Warehouse
7.1.2.1 Office, Factory Sales Outlet, fieet servicing area and other Accessory Uses

are permitted provided that such Use is subordinate, incidental and
exclusively devoted to a permitted Use listed in Section 7.1.2 and provided
that such Use complies with Section 4.23.

Temporary Uses including Agriculture (Vegetation Based), Outdoor
Sportsfield Facilities and driving range.

Malls

All Uses listed in Section 7.1.2 and the following:

Catering Service

Cleaning Establishment

Commercial Entertainment/Recreation Centre (excluding movie theatres, bowling alleys
and roller rinks)

Commercial School

Computer Establishment

Financial Establishment

Industrial or construction equipment rental or sales firm

Office

Office Supply

Personal Service Establishment

Photofinishing Place

Print Shop

Repair Service

Research Establishment

Restaurant

Tradesperson’s Shop

Vehicle Specialty Repair Shop

Specialized *B.3- _ Zone on Block 4
to accommodate the possible re-location of the stone heritage house from 264
Crawley Road

Permitted Uses
Catering Service
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Club

Commercial School
Computer Establishment
Convenience Store

Dry Cleaning Outlet

Mall

Manufacturing
Warehouse

Research Establishment
Museum

Office

Office Supply

Personal Service Establishment
Print Shop

Public Hali

Restaurant

Tavern

Veterinary Service

Regulations for both Industrial Zones

All B.3 Zone regulations as outlined in Section 7.3 of the Bylaw shall apply, with the
following maodification:

For ‘manufacturing’ and ‘malls’, the following parking requirements shall apply:

- 1 parking space per 50 square metres up to 1,000 square metres of gross floor
area.

- 1 parking space per 100 square metres between 1,000 squaremetres and 5,000
squaremetres of gross floor area, and

- 1 parking space per 150 square metres over 5,000 square metres of gross floor
area.

Wetlands
WL (Wetland) Zone

All Other Non-developable lands
P.1 (Conservation Land) Zone
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SCHEDULE 6
Key Agency and Property Owner’s Correspondence to date

Ci

Englneerlngfl Services

File No. 16.131.001

To: Al Hearne
From: Rajan Philips
Department: Community Design and Division:  Engineering
Development Setvices
Date: March 29, 2007
Subject: Draft Plan of Subdivision and ZC Application - 264, 348, 408, 452, Crawley Road and

385 Maltby Road (File 23T-06503 / ZC-0617)

The following are preliminary comments in regard to the above-noted application based on
existing information and the reports submitted by the applicant. We have no objection 1o
the ZC request, Engineering conditions for draft plan approval are not included herein as
there are a number of issues to be resalved befare we get to that stage.

1. Provincial / Municipal Road Infrastrucnure and Access Issues

¢ The proposed development requires (g) the extension of Scuthgate Drive to
Maltby Road; (b) upgrading of Malthy Dove as a two lane roadway from the
Hanlon Expressway to the easterly limit of the subject land; and {¢} interim
improvements to the Hznlon/Maltby intersection including taffic signals and
awxiliary marn lanes as required.

e The cost of these improvements will be the responsibility of the developer.

» The Hanlon/Malthy intersection is within Provincial jurisdiction and all aspects
of its interim improvements will have to mees MTO's review and approval
processes,

e Inthe long term, the at-grade inrersection ar Hanlon/Maltby will be closed and
Mhaltby prade-separated as the Hanlan Expressvay is upgraded 1o a freeway. The
expectation s thar the closure of this intersection will coincide with the
compledon of a furure interchange on the Hanlon to the south of Malthy, but
this i5 subject to confirmation by MTO.

»  MTO has already indicated that Crawley Road will have to be closed at Maliby
Road if and when the Hanlon/Malthy inwersection is signalized on an interim
basis. This will create access problems for existing propertes on Crawley Road.
The proposed subdivision will have to address this issue by providing alternative
access to these properdes.

Memo
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« Improvements to Maltby Road will require property along the subjeck lands
frontage, and the OP stpulates a 5 metre requirement. The dmft Plan should be
revised 1o include this property requirement along with 03 m reserve as
appropriate.

s  Comments on internat road geometry will be provided separately.

The Preliminary Engineering Design Report submitted in support of this zpplication
proposes the following 1o extend municipal services w the subject lands:

« Extend the existing sanitary sewer on Southgate Drive as a gravity main up to 700 m
from the terminus of the existing 430 mm main. Provide a new gravity main south
of this point to a proposed sanitary pumping statior and provide a forcemain ro
connect to the northerly gravity main,

» Extend rhe existing Southgate Dr (400 mm) and Crawley Rd (300 mm) watermains
and loop them along Malthy Road (300 mm). Install 200 mm watermain on internal
roads complete with further looping (300 mmy} along Maltby Road.

Our preliminary comments on these proposals are as follows:

s The cost of the proposed service extensions including the pumping station
(including the subsequent opertion and meintenance of the SPS) will be the
respounsibility of the developer,

o The zoning for the block of land (# 10) where SP5 is 1o be located should Le
clarified.

» Provision should be made by the developer 1o ensble municipal seevice connections
1o existing properties on Crawley Road,

»  The approval of development on these lands will be subjecr to the completon of
water supply stormge facilities in South Guelph,

3. Stormwater Maangernent

The proposed SWM system identifies two municipally-owned ponds and is based oo
subsequent site-speciftc SWM by each individual development parcel. Although this
approach is consistent with previous pracrice in the Fanlon industral lands, concemns
have been raised by GRCA in regard to its application in the proposed subdivision. At
shis stage, we would ask the applicant to indicate how these concerns will be addressed
both in regard to an overall SWM Plan for the subdivision and in proposing measures 10
ensure that SWM in individual developments parcels will confonm to the overall plan.

 Memo
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ENVIRONMENTAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 11™ 2007 AT T:00 PM. -

COUNCH. COMMITTEE ROOM C

MINUTES
Present: I, Ford (Chair) S. Robertson
P. Smith G. Dias
8. Burnhart K. McCormack
Regrets: J. DeBruyn, S. Smith, I. Ambrose "
Staff: C. Musgelman, C. Fach

Lxternal Groups:  Astrid Clos from Astrid J. Clos Planning Consultsnts
Leslie Marlowe, Industrizl Equities Guelph Corporation
David Stephenson from Natural Resource Solutions Ine. {Semnr -Biologist)
Charles Mintz from Mintz Associates {(Hydrogeologist) -
Andy Kroess from Peil, Engineer (Water Resouree Engineer)
Tara Daily from Natural Resource Sohitions Inc. {Biologist) -
John Perks from Peil, Engineer (civil) ’

No declarations of pecuniary interests or conflict of interest were expressed

1y 264, 348, 408, 452 Crawley Road and 385 Maltby Road West (Southgate Business Park)

C. Musselman, Environmental Plarmer with the Clty of Guelph, provided a brief overview of
the Southpate Business Park.

General discussion took place and the following items were noted:

s  EAC favored municipaly maintained stormwater maﬁagemeut facilities over privately
maintained individunl facilities. Multiple facilifies are preferred as they would better
mimic the existing natural conditions. Comments from the City are expected shortly.

+ The developer is segking relief from the GRCA requirement for a 30m buffer from
PSW for the Iocation of Street B. The CommiRkee voiced concetns regarding the
location of this road and its possible impact on habitat and wildlife. It was felt by the
Committes that not enough Seldwork was carricd out to detect all elements present in
this area to determine what impact may occur. The develaper was askcd to assess this
concern in depth and present a responsea.
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» The Committee was concerned that the form and function of the wetlands will be
impacted by the buffer reduction for Street B. Further information on possible impacts
to the wetland form and function (noiseflight/dust) i5 requested as well as mitigation

# An option to redocing the impacts of Street B may be to install a culvert where the
proposed road impedes on the buffer to allow movement of existing wildlife as the
functional connection between wetfands on cither side must be mpintained,

* Al borehales show satisfactory recharge capabilities and infiltration except the wetland
by Maltby Road. Tt wes commented that the proposed plan appears to meet and actually
exceed the current infiltration rates.

* Recreational outdoor sportsfield uses were suggested and BAC favared this type of use
{as opposed to a netural or semi-natural srea) for porkiand in the development gived the
nature of the existing conditions. Thers is ample Toom for this type of focility and it
could easily be located where it would not impact any natural areas. Trails linkdng 10
the schoal site north of the property will need to be investigated.

* The committee was concerned about the loss of the previously logged;wooded arca and
noted the comments from the Guelph Fisld Naturalists. THe committee was also
interested in the location of the old growth trees.

* Qther areas of concem for the Committee include the rounding out of the buffer to the
north of the property, the loss of woaded aress, development on the moraine snd how
the quality and quantity of water will or will not he jeopardized.

= The epplicant wes asked to either incormpomte the requested information into a revised
report for resubmission or attach as an addendum to be brought back to EAC at a future
meeting.

_® Moved by Scoit Robertson, seconded by Keilie McCormick,

“THAT the Environmentz] Advisory Comimittee defer approval of the Environmental
Impact Study prepared by Natural Resounrce Solutions Ine., dated December 2006 related
to the Southgate Bosiness Parlk (23T-06503/ZC0617) until such time that the comments
from the city’s Environmeninl Planner, GRCA and EAC ‘have been addressed.”

MOTION CARRIED
Unanimous

2, Approval of Minutes from March #4, 2007
Maoved by Scatt Robertsan and séconded by Steve Barphart,

“Te accept the minutes asfrinted.”
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expense ... please ingdrt ... at a ration of 3:1 (Table 5.2).{ o et

s Please remove.. .

crrence Creek, Living Fence, and Buﬁ'ar Pln.utmg
veat (‘I'nhleﬁ 3).

s Tree stalies shnuld be wcoden and pruactwe!y remcwed within 6
months nyear - 2

» Investigate the wildlife .corridor pipes to see if a different,
© environmentally friendty method could be used.”

~Unnnimous-

2. "Approval of Midtes from April 11, 2007

Moved by 8. Roberison and seconded by K. McCormack to zpprove the minutes as
arended below:

»  Under agendu item #1 the fourth bullet point should read as:

« 'Investigate options to reduce impacts of Street B on the movement
of existing wildlife as the fimctional conpection between the
wetlands.

» Under agendn itern #1 - fifth bullet point - change the last word “rates”
to “volume™.

» Under agenda item #1 - sixth bullet point - remove the brackets (as
opposed to a natural or semi natural aren),

Motion Carried -

3
E.A.C. Minutes — May 09, 2007

+ Under agenda item #] add the following bullet points:
» “The fill slope of Storm Water Management ~ Pond A will extend
_ - into the no touch zone. This must be revised.
« Depths to seasonnbly high groundwater be provided.

Motion Cazried
-Unoanimous-

3. Other Business:

= Soothgete Business Park?

- The City approved tcmpomry tapsoil stockpile. It was noted thdt
environmental inspections will be tnken place regularly.
¢ Eleetion of Cheir

n Smith ‘wes voted ps the.mew Chair for the Bnvironmental
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Minkstry of Minlstare das -
Trangpartation . Transporis nta rIO

Corridor Control Office

659 Exeter Road

Londaon, ONT

NBE 113

Telephone:  (519) 873-4588
Fax: {519) 873-4600

March 1, 2007 by fax {519-837-5640) & mail

Allan C. Feame, Senior Development Planner
City of Gualph

Community Design and Development Services COMMUNITY DESIGN AND
Planning Division DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
City Hall \

89 Carden Street MAR U B 2007

Guelph, Ontario

N1H 3A1

RE: Applicant: Industrial Equities Guelph Corparation, and Evelyn and William
Milburn
Submission No.: 237T-08503, ZC-0617
Lot 13, 14, 15, Concassion 7
County of Wellington
City of Guelph - Highway 6

The ministry has completed its review of the abova noted Draft Plan of Subdivision -
application. The application has been considered and reviswed in accordance with the
requirements of our highway access policles, criteria, and the Public Transportation and
Highway Improvement Act. The following outiines our comments, requirements, and
conditions of approval.

The owner should be made aware that under the Public Transporiation 2nd Highway
Impravement Act, Ministry Permits are required for all new developments of this type
located within 800m of our existing and/or future highway properly line.

The losation of the proposed Southgate Drive onto Maltby Road is accepiable to this
Ministry. Black 10 an the plan is reserved for a sanitary pumping station. The plan does
not idenlify any sanitary sewer trunk line connections.

As conditions of draft approval and prior to final approval, we require the following lo
apply: :

Prior 1o final approval, the awner shall submit to the Ministry of Transpariation for their
review and approval, a copy of a Stormwater Managament Report/Plan indicating the
intended treatment of the calculated stormwater runoff, The owner's consultant should
refer to our website at www.rrito.gov.on.calenglish/engineering/drainage/index.himl far a
comprehensive set of MTQ drainage related documentation requirements that may have
io be salisfied before obtaining MTO approval.

' ’ .2

hiip:ffwww.mto.gov.an.ca
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9.

Prior to final approval, the owner shall submit to the Ministry of Transportation for their
review and appraval, a copy of a Traffic impast Study (report/analysis/assessmant)
indicating the anticipated traffic volumes and their impact upon the intersections of
Maltby Road, Laird Road and Clair Road with Highway 6. The application states that a
traffic impact study was prepared in support of this application by Wentwarth Consulting
Inc. in Novemnber, 2006. The most recent study we have from Wentworth is a draft study
dated January, 2006. That study did not include the lands being considered under this
application. The owner should be aware that any highway improvements identified from
our review and analysis of the study will be the financial responsibllity of the owner/City
of Guelph.

Prior to final approval, the City of Guelph shall enter into a Legal Agreement with the
Ministry of Transportation whereby the City agrees to assume financial responsibility for
the design and consfruction of all necessary highway impravements associated with this
and other developments In the area. The Agreement shall cover interim improvements
at the three existing at-grade intersections and, ultimately, the construction of an
interchange at Laird Road.

Prior to final approval, the owner shall submit to the Minisiry of Transportation for their
review and appraval a draft copy of the M-Plan for this subdivision. When the
subdivision has been given final approval we will require a copy of the registered plan for
aour files.

Prior to final appraval, the owner shall submit to the Ministry of Transpartation for their
review and approval a draft copy of ihe subdivision agreement for this development.
Once the agreement has been approved we will require a copy of the registered
agraement for our files.

The owners should be aware that the City Is currently undertaking and Enviranmental
Assessment (EA) and Preliminary Design for interim improvements at the Clair Road
and Laird Road intersections with Highway 6. The interim improvements are being
developed in order to permit 1.6 milllon square feet of development within the Southgate
Industrial lands. The determination of the amount of allowable development did not
include this proposed subdivision. The City should amend Its EA and Preliminary Design
ta include interim improvements at Maltby Road. If an amendmeant Is not desirabla at
this time then all parties should be aware that no parmits will be available for
develapment within this subdivision until alt traffic matters have been resoived.

It should also be noted that any propesed interim improvements at Clair Road and
Maltby Road must include the closure of Crawley Road and Hanlon Read. The owners
of the lands within the Southgate Industrial Area must consider making public road
connections between Crawlsy Road and Southgate Drive in order to pravide access for
existing businesses and residences on Crawley Road.

3

The City That Makes A Difference
Page 23 of 43



-9-

The owners should also be aware that when the ministry upgrades Highway 6 lo fuil
freeway status Maltby Road will become a fly-over and will have no direct access to
Highway B. In addition, Clair Road will be closed. With the current municipal road
infrastructure, including the extension of Southgate Brive to Maltby Road, the anly
access to these lands from Highway 6 in the future will be via the Laird Rosd
interchange and Scouthgate Drive. Any potential purchaser of lots within this subdivision
should be informed of this.

We would appreciate receiving a copy of your Committee's decision on this application
for our records. Should you have any guestions, please contact our office.

lan Smyth

Regional Development Review Coardinator
Flanning and Deslgn Section

Southwestem Region, London

Cc. K. Boudreau - Londan Operational Services
B. Goudeseuna — Planning and Design
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400 Clydte Aosd, RO. Box 728
Cambridge, Cntarlo N1A W8

Grand River Conservation Authority ;‘;"ﬂ!{’;‘gﬂaﬂ%ﬁ'&?ﬁ’
Intarnat: bp:lfwww.grndriverca

April 20, 2007
COMMUNITY CESIGN AND

City of Guelph, Planning SV A PRAIST &5

Chyof & DVELOPMENT SERVICES
59 Curden Street [

Guelph, Ontario NIH 3A1 Wini i Z 2007

Attention: Al Heurne

Re: Proposed Draft Plan of Subdivision and Associated Zoning By-law
Amendment to allow an Indusirint Subdivision, 264, 348, 408, 452
Crawley Road and 385 Malthy Rond West, Guelph (Fite 23T-06303 /

7C-0617 '

We have revigwed the Southgate Preliminary Engineering Design Report (November 2006)
prepared by PEIL, the Hydrogelogicul Study Report, prepared by Mitz and Associates Inc. and
the Environmentz| Impact Study prepured by Natwral Resource Solutions. In uddition, we have
reviewed the South Guelph Secondary Plan Areu Scoped Environmental Impaet Study prepased
by LGL. Limited for reference in reviewing this propusal.

Stormwaler Manogement Review

In the Secondary Plan, stormwater design concepts assumed Lhe need for control of regional
runoff volumas. This has not been addressed in the current proposal and givea the [ack of natura)
surfuce outlets in the existing hummacky ierrain; we recommend that all stormwater cantrol
facilities be sized for epione] Tunoff volumes.

The propasad stormwater management {SWM) block sizes are inconsistent with the 1998
amended Preliminury SWM Assessment of Goriner Lee. Table 3 of this Assessment lists
supgested pond areas and contral volumes which greatly exceed those in the proposed SWM
blacks in the current submission. With the suggesied combining of post-development calchment
areas in the Gartner Lee assessmant there may be one pand with 67,000 m” and another with
37,700 o’ of storape to control Hurricane Haze! runofT (these do nat inctude MOE water quality

_ volumes). How does this compare ta the current proposai? Note that the Guelph South
Secondary Plan also sties that SWM ponds can accommedale the Regional storm without
discharge to wetlands.

Instend af the propesed distribution of mulliple priviely owned SWM ponds on individual sites,
in the current submission, our preference is for centralized municipully maintained facilities. You
muy wish Lo consider uddressing this copcern with ponds designed to MOE standurds or witl the
greenway concept used in other South Guelph develapments.

INTERNATIONAL RIVERPRIZE WINNER
Far Excellence In Watershed Management
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Given the reliance on infiltration and no identified naturs] outlel we recommend testing SWM
facilities with n Hurricane Hazel storns and also with a winter storm under frozen ground
conditions.

If the proposal 1o provide municipal ponds for tresmment of roud right of wuys is ugreed upon then
in order (o demonstrale that required infiltration rales cin be met, site-specific geolechnical
investigations should be prepured for ench proposed pond. As proposed, Pand A has a base set ac
approximately the sume elevation us an adfscent wetend and the base of Pond B is shout 1.5m
jower than and an adjucent wetland. Thus, the proposed ponds miy Imereept the groundwater
tuble and nat function as infiltrution basins.

Qil and grit sepurators should not be relied an for water quality treatment withowi cansideration
of more effective options. Our preference is for wet Ficilities, lined i necessary, with forebays
designed to provide water quality contrnl. Qutlets from the facilities may be directed 10
infiltmation swales or palleries without reliznce o such measures for quantity control (blockage
assumed (o occor).

There does not uppear 1o be an established water quality criterion set out far the proposed
deyelopment. Our recommendation is to apply the MOE Enhanced water quality protection level,

Please provide supporting calculutions und references for the design of uny Stsge Siorage
Discharge tubles and the selection of catchment parameters. Pond drawdown calculations should
also be provided.

We support the proposed infiltration of clean rool water into distributed galleries within each
development block.

1t is recommended that any grassed swales, including roadside ditches, be designed according to
MOE guidelines which have been generally described in Section 5.2.1 of Gurtnier Lee assessment.
This musy require aheration of rond widths in order lo ensure a recommended minimum G.73m
width in the base of a swale/ditch

The minimem and maxirsum infiltration rutes used in the Horton Infiltration model need
verification. We support the use of 25 and 230mm/hour for free draining Hydrologic Group A
soils so long us the peotechnical analysis confirms that they exist across the entire site. For sile
plans however, the City of Guelph typically uses 13 mm/heur and 75 mm/hour in onder 1o ensure
conservalive design in terms of runoff rates and volumes. Please confirm the ehoice of these
paramelers.

The identification of borehole and testpil locutions in the Hydrogeological Study Report (Figure
3} are illegible. Please provide a larger drawing showing the location of all points of geotechnical
investigation and monitoring from 2006, 1997 and 1994,
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As there is significant varintion in groundwater mupping beiween Figeve 6 of the 2006 Mitz und
Associates study und Figure 5 of the 1997 Gartner Lee study, and also insufficient sampling of
groundwauter elevations Lo identify sessonully high long-term elevations, we recommesd that this
informution not be relied on to identify anything other than general trends in Lhe direction of
horizontal Mow.

Given that the development is in a recharge zone we support considerstion of a bun on the
upgplicalion road salt except on pedesteian walkways (Recommendation 3 of the August 2006
Hydrogeological Study Report).

At the Site-Plun singe it i5 unticipated that additionu! geotechnicul assessments will be required in
euch development parcel.

Terresirial Resources Review

1. The Dsaft Plan of Subdivision for Southgute Business Park indicates thut » cul-de-sac
will be extended through the Core Nulurui aren as identified in the South Guelph
Secondary Plan and within the buffer identified between wetlands D and E in order to
provide access to Industrinl Block L. We do not support the extension of the road
through this constraint area, Develiopment of Industrizl Block | would not ba consistent
with the Secondary Plan.

- 2. Siaternents regarding impacts on water guantity and quality remain fargely
unsubstantiated and premuture.  According to Mitz & Associates Inc, (2006), it is
assumed that 2 stormwater management fucilities will be able to mainiin the rate of
groundwater recharge ncross the study area, even though these infiltration fecilities wili
be focated adjacent to the welands. Please provide supporting information that
infiltration will occur at the SWM site chosen. . For the purposes of Ontario Regulation
150/06, the EIR should cleurly demonstrate that the stormwater management strulegy will
be able to maintain or enhance the hydrological conditions across this site.

3. We nole Lthat there has been some discussion with OMNR regurding the status af a small
and isolated wetlund on the property. The status of this wettend {“Wetland G") should
also be assessed in nccordunce with GRCA Wetland Policy (see Section 6.2.7.4).
Although the wetland pocket is approximately 0.35 ha in size, the presence of red-osier
dogwond §s o gocd indicalion that the wetland is influenced by groundwater, This thicket
swamnp also includes an open water componest with marsh vegetation, which provides
ideat breeding habitat for a waterfowl and waterbinds. Therefore, because of its
important hydrological and ecological attributes, we recommend that Wetland G be
protecied as part of the Hanlon Creek Wetland Complex.

4. Although the wetlznds are dominated by tolerant vegetulion species, the report also
indicates that sensitive plant species {cc value = 7-10) are present within these wellands,
The huttonbush thicket swamp is eonsidered rare in the provinee, and would be
particularly sensitive to hydrological alterations. A quantitative determination of the
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Noristic quality {i.e. Floristic Quality Index} of each of the wetlands an tiis site would
provide 1 better indicittion of the sensitivity of the vegetmtion communities. We agree
that 2 key consideration in protecting these wetlunds ts the maintenunce of groundwater
levels. The degree 1o which these wetlands are sustained by proundwater or surfuce
water should be discussed. und the effect of propased stormwiier management opiions
and mitigation measures (e.g. E&S) discussed in an Environmentad Implementation
Report. Residual impucts should be summarized us well.

Yours truly,

&z Yanast
tud

Resource Planner
Grand River Conservation Authority

ce: Astrid Clos, Astrid Clos Planning Consultants, Fax (319)836-9568
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™ GUELPH FIELD NATURALISTS

P.Q), Bog 1401, Guelph, Ontario N1H 6NB

Mr. Allan Hearne, February 27, 2007
Senior Development Planner

Development & Parks Planning

Community Design and Development Services,

City of Guelph

Re: Application for proposed draft plan of subdivision and assoc. zoning by-law
amendment for lands known as Southgate Business Park

We have reviewed the various documents sent to us on the above application, focussing on
the Environmental Impact Study written by NRST (Dec. 2006) and offer the following
cormments.

1. Seversl developments have now been proposed on what is known as the Paris
Moraine lands including the Southgate Business Park, Pergola lands, the Bird-
Kriszan lands, Dallan lands and the now developed Tim Horton's facility. More
development proposals are likely in process. Yet, there apparently is no overall
strategy [or sustainably developing these ecologically important moraine fands.
We Feel what is needed is a “big picture” plan for the Paris Moraine, not the
piecemeul type of planning that is now happening for this geological formation,
We suggest partners and stakeholders such s Puslinch Township, Grand River
Consgervation Authority, and Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, join the City of
Guelph in formulating & strategy for the moraine. This type of recognition of the
ecological importance of moraines has occurred elsewhere such as for the Oak
Ridges Moraine and the Waterloo Moraine. It is our belief that such a strategy
should be in place prior to any decisions being made on the Southgate Business
Park proposal or any other proposed developments in this area.

1t is our understanding that such a Pans moraine study is a possibility. We strongly
support such a study and recommend that no farther development is considered or
approved on moraine lands until such a study is completed.

£

Gverall, the proposed Draft Plan of Subdivision for the Southgate Business Park
appears to avoid most of the significant natural heritage features of this site. We are
encouraged to see the verious wetlands and essociated buffers and restoration areas
protected. As we have seen with other developments on moraing or similar lands in
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the city (eg. the drying of Torrance Creek kettle wetlands), careful and strict
observance of the water budget that now supports the wetlands is paramount.

The water table in this area and stormwater infiltration on proposed industrial lands
must remain unchanged to ensure long term sustainability of the wetlands. We feel
pumping groundwater from private wells for landseaping or other purposes on
industrial lands should not be permitted. The porous soils of these moraine lands
result in a higher potential for groundwater conlamination. It is therefore necessary
1o have testrictions about what types of industrial activity are permitted there,

Maintaining the existing biodiversity of the study area should be the goal when
draft plans of subdivision are created. Consequently, having good, sound data and
analysis are vital to the decision making process.

3. We found the EIS to be poorly written, incompletz, and weak in some areas of its
analysis. Some data was taken from sources considered inappropriate for this scale
of study (some bird data).

Vegetation
Field surveys were reported to have oceurred in December, January, February,

March, and November, with additional surveys done fom May to July. There were
apparently no mid-summer, late summer or early fall survey dates, Many species
could be missed by the above survey dales.

A list of species is given for the whole study ares but not for individual ELC units.
It is therefore not possible to completely understand the sipnificance of each
vegetation unit, A list of provineially sipnificant species is given but ro regionally
or locally significant species {Anderson & Frank, 2006) are identified despite the
fact that some of these species are mentioned in the brief ELC descriptions, The
report simply states “No rare species were observed by NRSF,

Carex jamesii (S3 provincially significant) and Carex woodii (regionally
sienificant) are known to cccur in the recently logged woodlot (FOD35-1) near
Wetland G, As well, Schoenoplectus smithii (82 provincially significant) is found
in one of the kettle ponds, At lenst 5 regionaliy significant species are known to
acour in the study area including Acer nigrum, Cephalunthus occidentalis, Scirpus
cyperinus, Svmphyotrichum cordifolium, and Carex atherodes. None of these
species are discussed in the EIS with the exception of Carex jamesii.

The ELC descriptions are very brief and provide little detail. Throughout many of
the ELC units, common pear (Pyrus communis) is lmown to be abundant yet it is
not mentioned once. Little information is given for the “old growth™ trees that are
mentioned on page 33, What species are these trees, how many are there, what
general condition are these trees in, how will grading issues affect these irees, are
these frees worthy of protection and retention in the proposed development as has
been an issue in the Hanlon Creek Business Park?

We feel these are issues and questions that shauld be addressed in the EIS as input
to the Draft Plan of Subdivision that is now being considered.
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Birds

The EIS includes bird species data from the Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas and the
Christmas Bird Count. The Ontaric Breeding Bird Atlas employed a 10 X10 sg.
kilometre grid to document breeding bird species. Records counld apply to areas
some several kilometres away from the study site and would have little significance
for this area. As well, the Christmas Bird Count recording aren applied to a circle
of a radius of 12 kilomelres, centred on the University of Guelph. Species recorded
for the count could he from Rockwaood to Puslineh Lake and have little relevance
for use in a site-specific EIS. Winter bird species found here in December, unlike
breeding birds of early summer, vary greatly ffom year to year in their fidelity toa
site. Various habitats such as riverine habitat, for certain species noted in both the
Breeding Bird Atfas and the Christmas Bird Count would not be found in the study
ared.

Anderson & Frank (2006) is listed as a reference for significant bird species
although it is a study of the flora of Wellington County.

Table 3 of the EIS lists 30 species that may be found in the study area that are
identified as bird species of importance in BCR13, North American Landbird
Conservation Plan by Ontario Partners in Flight (2006). Eight of these species
were observed by NRSI during their field work. We could find no text reference to
these eight species nor any discussion of which haebitats are important to sustain
them. From Table 3, 19 out of the 30 species {63%) listed have either
(rass/Agrculture or Shrub/Successional as the habitat associstion. Yet, we saw no
discussion concerning the impacts of the loss of this possibly associated habitat
(CUTI & CUSI) outlined in the Draft Plan of Subdivision on the 8 onidentified
species. As well, we found no discussion of the possible loss of habitat for
grasshopper sparrow, rufous-sided towhee and brown thrasher which were observed
by NRSI and noted by LGL {1998).

Orchard oriole is a species known to have bred in the Shrub/Successional habitat in
the study area, It is listed as a Conservation Priority Bird Species in Appendix [1I
of the EIS. Yet, there is no discussion in the EIS of the possible loss of habitat of
this species.

Some of the potential habitat for significant species may be impacted by the
proposed development and this needs to be addressed as input to the Draft Pian of
Subdivision.

Herpetofouna

The EIS states that evening herpetofauna surveys focused on calling anurans during
3 minute call counts on 3 separate evenings. It appears, therefore, that no spectfic
searches were made for amphibian egg masses in the wetlands or ephemeral pools
in wooded areas, nor for reptiles such as turtles and snakes, nor for salamanders,
Table 4 of the EIS (pg. 23) lists 13 provincially rave species. All of them are either
repliles or salamanders and yet no surveys were apparently carried out for these
groups of animals.

Various wetlands and other habitats in the study area offer good habitat potential for
Ambystama species of salamanders which are on the provincially significant species
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list. Streets A and B may impact these potential habitats. Will warm paved parking
areas that will be created for industrial development in Block 1 be a lethal magnet
for amphibians and reptiles? Some of the lands sumounding wetlands may provide
foraging and other essential habitat for herpetofauna. Does the small woodlot
(FOD3-1) that was recently logged have ephemeral pools or other habitat for
significant species?

We feel these issues need to be addressed as part of the input to the Draft Plan of
Subdivision o ensure protection of the natural heritape features of the study site.

4. We are concerned with the uitimate fate of the small woodlot located toward the
south end of the study area and identified in the EIS as FODS5-1. This woodlot was
“mistakenly” logged approximately one year ago. The damage was significant but
not irreversible. The EIS states that “little of the original woodland characteristics
of this area remain™ and “retention of what is left of the small woodlot is not seen as
a priority nor is it warranted”. We strongly disagree.

'The woodlot harbours a significant seed bank for many woodland species as well as
seed source in the remuining trees which indicate excellent regenerative capacity.
Species expected to regenerate naturally are sugar maple, basswood, black cherry,
and ironwood, essentially what species were there before logging (Terry Schwan,
District Forester, Guelph Dist., OMNR, pers. comm., Feb. 26/ 07).

The invasive ground species mentioned in the EIS that are now growing is some
locations in the woodlot are temporary phenemena. Once regenerating {rees
become large enough, they will shade out these invasive species. Meanwhile, these
invasives will provide cover and protection for significant plant species of the
ground flora,

The woodiot supports a provincially significant (53, NHIC website) species, Carex
Jamesii, which was recently confirmed growing there after logging occurred (NRSI
did not record it). As well, Carex woadii, a regionally significant species
{Anderson & Frank, 2006}, was recorded there (LGL, 1998).

The LGL study identified this woodlat as a “moderate to high constraint area® and
recommended “integration of the small woodlot and provision of connection link
with main Core Natural Area” in order to protect the rare plant species and its
habitat. ‘The LGL study also provides other mitigation recommendations for
protection of this woodlat within the proposed development.

We are concerned that a serious precedent will be set if this “mistakenly” logged
wooded natural feature is allowed to be developed in the proposed Southgate
Business Park. Other significant wooded areas in other undeveloped locations in
the city might be at risk prior to a draft plan of subdivision being submitied. It
appears that Guelph's Tree By-law is not adequate to protect uplund wooded areas
in locations that might be subject to future development proposals.

A strategy of passive regeneration of this woodlot would be appropriate without any
additional active restoration effort or cost. This maple-dominated woodlot would
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regenerate raturally {Terry Schwan, Dist. Forester, Guelph Dist., OMNR, pers.
comm,, Feb. 26/07). The regenerative capacity of woodlots in this situation is high.
The significant seed bank and the remaining seed producing trees would ensure this.
A possible comparison would be a natural event such as a forest fire or a tornado
that has flattened o wooded area. The provincially and regionally significant plant
species will continue to grow in this small woodlot along with other woodland
species. Meanwhile, the woodlot will provide significant ecological functions
within the business park development,

None of the above in any way condones the logging that iook place which set back
the ecosystem by many decades. Just the opposite, the sbove suggestions are
intended to send the message that such “mistakes™ will not be rewarded.

An appropriate buffer around the woodlot is required o ensure adequate protection.
A 10 m. buffer width is recommended by the Grand River Conservation Authority
to protect the rooting zone of woodlands (pg. 34 of EIS).

With this in mind, considerstion should be given to relocating Street B to the west
of the woodlot in order that a linkage can be made between the woodlot and
Wetland G, forming a larper block of protected habitat, This would also eliminate
the issue of infringement of the Wetland G buffer by Street B (pg. 42 of EIS).

We oppose changing the existing zoning of the woodlot from P.1 to B.3- for the
reasons given shove.

5. OnFigure 4 of the EIS, a small wetland is delineated along Maitby Road and
identified as SWT2-9. This wetland is briefly described in the text on pg. 17 and
also referred to on pg. 27 where Culvert 2 is located and which connects this
wetland to another across Maltby Road. This wetland is not referred to again in the
report, It appears that the extention of Southgate Drive would seriously impact this
wetland.

It is not clear iF this wetland is part of the Mill Creek Swamp wetland complex.
Whether it is or not, it is still a wetland and likely provides some ecological
function. We feel the wetland functions and impacts should be addressed in the
EIS. .

6. On Sheet No. 1, Preliminary Site Grading And Servicing Plan, of the Preliminary
Engineering Design Report (PEIL, Nov. 2006), temporary siltation pond Location 2
is shown adjacent to the protection boundary for one of the kettle wetlands in the
northwest end of the study area with the averland spill being directed into the
wetland,

We feel this is inappropriate given that the wetlands ore to be afforded complete
protection from any development impacts. Any siliation ponds should be located
away from the wetland protection boundary or, at the very least, the overflow be
directed or pumped away from the wetland. All environmental protection measures
should be designed so that absolutely no siliation or altered surface runoff would
reach the wetlands. We feel this should include direct overflow from siltation
ponds.
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7. Block 10 Sanitary Pumping Station is Iocated along Maltby Read in a low area with
nearby wetlands, What are the contingency plans for this fiscility in the event of a
major power failure? With the likelihood of more extreme wenther evenis as a
result of climate change, electric power interruptions may occur more fraquently,
We ure concerned that there are adequate contingency plans in place for the sanitary
pumping station to prevent any possibility of an environmental disaster due to an
overflow of sewage effluent into wetlands during a power or mechanics! failure
affecting the pumping station.

8. In Section 11.4.4 & 11.4.5 of the EIS (pgs. 45-47), discussion focuses on the
functioning of the SWM ponds. For Block 9 3WM pond, the report states “volume
directed toward the SWM will be modest....with little to no surface discharge to the
small wetland™. On the next page, it states that “it is recognized that storm ponds
need to be proximat to their discharge features (in this case wetlands)”, Yet, in
Section 11.4.3 (pg.44), it states that “there is virtually no surface discharge from the
study area under existing pre-development conditions (PEIL, 2006)”.

We feel that all SWM ponds in this study area should be designed and located stch
that all stormwater is recharged to the water table so as to maintain the existing
water budget. The EIS supports this comment by stating that “the key consideration
of maintenance of water balance in wetlands is maintenance of groundwater [evels
(via infiltration and spatial locations of infiltration)” (Section 10.2, pg.32).
Additions! consideration should be given fo re-locating Block 5 and 9 SWM ponds,
ifneeded, in order to achieve maximum recharge of stormwater run-off.

9. We have questions about SWM pond management:
»  Who will supervise construction and long-lerm monitoring of private SWM
ponds to be located on individual development blocks?
»  Who would be responsible to ensure compliance of SWM strategies and
MOE criteria goals on private SWM ponds?
s  Whe will be responsible for any future expense or remedial work ta private
SWM ponds; if required?
Answers to these questions will impact the long term sustainability of the wetlands.

10. Figure 6 of the EIS illustrates the draft plan with retained and enhanced areas
shown. Within Block 2, the delineation of enltura] thicket/savannah is shown in
orange shading. We suggest there be a re-alignment of the southwest boundary of
this retained area in Block 2 for two ressons:

a) The Hunlon Creek Watershed Plan (1993) denotes a linkage/enhancement area
in this location that extends firther west and south than that supgested in the EIS
{sze Figure 3.4.2 of the EIS). By following this boundary recommendation of the
HCWP, most of the “old growth” {rees discussed in the EIS would appear to be
inciuded in the retuined area and be protected.

b) The present delineation of the retained area is the top of banl in this area of
Biock 2. By re-aligning this bourdary further to the southwest, thete is less chance
that the stability of this steep slope will be affected by adjacent grading to the
detriment of the nearby wetlands.
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We therefore recommend that the southwest boundary of the retained area be re-
aligned further south and west to include the “oid growth™ trees, thus following
closer to the property boundary between the Fair Lands and the Gyuro Lands.

The Paris Moraine lands in the south end of Guelph exhibit a relatively high biodiversity
and contribute significant ecological functions to this area of the City and Wellington
County. We, os a city, should strive to ensure long term protection and sustainability of
these significant lands as development occurs there.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this application.
Sincerely,

Charles Cecile
Chair, Environment Committes
Guelph Field Naturalists

_,)d, #ot
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SCHEDULE 6
Property Owner's Correspondence

COMMUNITY DESIGN AND
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

MAY 0 2 2007

30 Aprit 2007

City of Guelph

Planning and Building Services Division
59 Carden St

Guslph, ON

N1H 3A1

Attention: Mr. Allan Heama, Senior Devalopmaent Plannsr

LPlan of Subdivision 264, 348, 4
elph File 237T-068503/ZC-0617)

Proposed
W. (City of Gu

In respanse o your letter of 22 January, | heve now had tha opporiunity to review the available
documentation related to this proposed business park and, on behalf of my wife and mysalf,
would offer the following preliminary comments. Afthough [ do not pretend to be an expert in the
subject areas, { have read the following documents, which were graciously [oaned to ma by the
County of Wellington Planning department:

s  Draft Plan of Subdivision Environmental Impact Study prepared by Natural Resourca
Salutions inc., December 2006

*  Preliminary Engineering Design Report prepared by Planning & Engineering Initfatives (PEIL)
Ltd., November 2006

+ Hydrogeological Study Report prepared by Mitz & Associates inc., August 2008
« Traffic Impact Study prepared by Wentwarth Consulting Ine., November 2006
»  Preliminary comments subrmitted by Liz Yerex on behalf of the GRCA -

s Praeliminary comments submitted by Harden Environmental en behaif of the Township of
Puslinch

Our interest in this propesad development is as follows:

«  QOur residential property is on the south side of Maltby Rd. W., Twp. of Pustineh, immed|ately
to the south-east of the proposed devsiopment

« QOur prf:pa:ty, and surrounding properties on the south side of Mallby conlain protected
wellands and mature forested areas which are pant of a much larger compley, including those
wellands, forests and other environmentally sensitive areas within the proposed development

« Qur property, as is tha prapased development, is on the Parls Moraine, on the narthern
boundary of the Mill Creek watershed

+ The headwaters of McCrimmaon Creek, which flows southward to Aberfoyle Creek, are on our
praperty and likely adjacent properties, including those ta the narth, althaugh Pm nat sura that
the flows ere well understood

= The wetlands and forestad areas of our property are fundamental to aur guiet enjoyment of
our residence and, as such, wa try to be gond stewards of the land. The healih of tha
watlands end forest on our praperty ara, howaver, dependent upon the heslth of similer
features on surcunding lands.
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In response to the proposal, 1 offer the following preliminary comments:
Watands, woodlots, buffers, and other environmantally sensitive araas:

The Hanlon Cresk Watershed identified the protected areas within the Hanlon Creek Watershed
and northem fringes of the Mill Creek Watershed as far south as Mallby Rd. Those
recommendations ware aeeeplad by the Guelph City Councll of the day and reflected in the
current zaning (City of Guelph Zoning By-Law Map 71}, Tha protected areas encampass virtually
all of the lands on the eastemn half the tands proposed for development (Environmental Impact
Study (EIS), Appendix VI, figure 3.4.2).

The business park proposal appsars 1o have remaved from protection much of the linkage area
as idantifiad In the Hanlon Cresk Watershed study, and propases to ingluds it in the developable
area. No explanalion for the discrepancy is provided.

When tha Hanlon Cresk Watarshed report was approvad by city council, we were lsft with the
distinct understanding that the city recognized the impartance of nat anly the individuat wetlands,
and forested areas, but also the conneclions that these units had to cne another, including the
linkagas lo our property and those around us. A review of the aerial maps in the EIS, including
Figure 1, well illustrates the targer context.

Paris Maoraine recharge araas:

Thara appears to be agreemant by most, if not all, parties that presarvation of bath tha quartity
and quality of the groundwalar recharge is extramaly important.  Several sources are cited as fo
{he necessity o protact recharge areas, particularly on the morsines.

The quantity and quality of the recharga is also extremely impartant both lo our personal health
and the heallh of our property.

The southward groundwater flows from the subject property, and from the property to Jts
immediate east (lot 15, rear cong. 7), that is also slated for ullimate development, are
fundamentally critical to the health of the wetlands and forest an our propery.

Thosa same groundwater flows are also fundamentally critical to our parsonal health, as our
domesticwaler well is located in the shallow aguifer, either in the sand and gravel layer beneath
the il or a gravel lans,

For our own health and protection we want o see hard evidence, reviewed by appropriata third
party experts, confirming that thera will ba no impact on the available quantity end quality of the
groundwater as developmernt aceurs alonpg Mallby Road, This applies not only to the proposed
sile, bul alst adjacent siles to the east and north. Wa will also be looking for mutually agread
benchmasks, on-going monitors, and documented commitments from the City to promptly mitigate
and ractify any unforesean advarsa sffecls,

Irt reading the various reperts and preliminary commants by the GRCA and Harden
Enviranmental with regards to groundwater recharge, I'm left with several impressions:

» Thatthera ara as yat unreconciled differences of opinfon as to the effectiveness of proposad
measures {o pratect the gmundwaltar fiows and quality

+ Thatinsufficient werk hes been completed to allow eppropriale axperts to reach a reliable
consensus on the facilittes and measures required

= That performance monitors and benchmarks have not bean established to ensure (hat actual
results equal or exceed planned results ’
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« That accountabilities have nol been assigned to ensure that appropriate testing, monitoring
and, where necessary, imely comrective aclion is taken

Hahitat Linkages

The EIS makes reference to tha importance of linkages and indeed the need to "bulk up® In some
instances. Figurs 6 shows two major corridors siiher sida of development Black 1. Disregarding
for the momaent the fact that Block 1 appears to be in the middle of a prolected area under the
Hanlon Creel Watershed Study, there are issues such as:

s The westery comidor is bisectad by Road A and is extremely narrow either side of Road A

e The easterly corridar is dependant upon adjecent lands ta pravide much of the corridor. In
fact there are wetlands and forested aress on the adjacent lands that are a critica part of the
Hantor: and Mili Creek complexes. If the proposad development is going to depend on
adjacent lands to pravide sufficient corridars and buffers, and if the adjacent lands contain
significant faatures that are part of a larger compley, should action not be taken now o firmly
identify snd protect thase lands from any development consideration, The altemativa is a
place-meal approach that risks losing important features and function.

« Tha Hanlon Cresk Watershed Study ignored propesty houndaries, examined the whinle
complex, and was to provide a benchmark for development. [t appears that the accepted
resulls of the study are not being adhered to.

Traffic

The traffic impact study focused primarily on the Hanlon Expressway (Hwy. 6}, Southgate, and
the intersacting roads at Lalrd, Clair, and Maltby. Traffic on Maliby east of the proposed
Southgate extension was not addressad.

To the immediate south of the proposed devalopment there is currantly only one farm residenca
in Puslinch Township. However, to the immediate east, Maitby is a nural residential road
bordered by several residences, both in Puslinch Twp. and in the clty. |, and | think the other
residents on this raad, would like to knaw the trafiic impact on Maitby, between Gordon St. and
the Hanlon, not only af this davelopmeant, but the cumulative impact of all the davalopments
currently in progress ar in planning along Southgats frem Laird to Maltby.

If Southgate is extended {o Maliby as proposaed, and if Maltby hes to be upgraded to an industrial
standard betwesn Southgete and the Hanlon, as quoted in the study, thers are several cancemns,
such as:

+ How Maltby will be upgraded betwsen Southgate and the Hanlon with ni intrusian into the
wetlands, including no loss of watland area, no loss of wattand function and o additional
conlaminants lzeching into the wetlands or groundwater

« Howthe remainder of Mailby east of the proposed Scuthgste! Maltby intersection will be
protected, Including passive sshitions o Imlt traffic so thet the resldentia), and Indeed the
rural residantial, nature of the road is not compromised

See alsomy separate letter ragarding an apparent suggestion to widen Maltby Rd.

Roads

In addition to Southgate, two additiona! intemal roads, A and B, are proposed, Road Ais
praposed to intersect Mallby and curves across the wetland to accsss develapment Biock 1. Itis
difficull to address these roads because both are within the areas tha Harlon Creek Watershed
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Study recommaended be excluded from davelopment — see comments above undar “Wetlands,
waoodlols, elc.”.

That camment asida:

+ Road A still crosses the masjor eastam watland that everyone seems to agree should be
protecied and it bisects a significant wildlife cormider

s Road A also connects to Maltby and in close proximity io lhe wetlands and forested areas but
that end of the road appears to have no significant purposa. As much as possible, the
industrie! araa should be serviced by intemal roeds and the existing Crawlay road, which is
effeclively being convertad into an industrial road. There doss not appear to be any pressing
need for 8 second road to intersect Maitby and it would be best if road A, to the extent that it
extsts, exit through road B and Southgale. The exit to Maltby should be eliminzled in order o
focus the industrial subdivision traffic towards tha Hanlon.

« The proposad axit onto Mallby slso appears ta be at the base of a significant hilt on Maltby.
The location does not appear (o meet guidelines for safe sighllines and appears to be a lraffic
hazard

Qther Environmental Factors

A review of the documentation does not appear to address other environmental consequences of
the proposad davelopment and possible nagative impacts on the adjacent residential area such
as)

s A discussion of measuras to minimize and mitigate the effects of fight paliution
» Adiscussion of measuras to sat spacific limils on types of activities that would generate
excessive nalse or, 1o set specfic limits on volumes of noise at properly boundaries

Maple Wood-lat .

The EIS makes reference to the hardwood bush that was so extensively cut that its funclion was
essenliafly desiroyad and is beyond effective restoration. This, according to the report, occurred
in 2006 under pravious ownership. My personal reaction {o that comment was not posilive but,
persongl feslings and awnership aside, the property has been under Guelph stewardship since it
was annexed from Pusiinch in tha early 1880's and | guess I'd liks ta know how tha city allowad
the destruction of 2 maple wacdlot within the Henlon Creek Watershed, The apparant fack of
stewardship does not inspire confidence in the environmental protection promises of the
proposed developmernt.

Allhough I'va read the raports, as | stated at tha outsat | do not profass ta be a subject expert and
I'm sure that | don't know half the gquestions to ask. However, as adjacent property-owners my
wife and [ hava a very real and significant vested intersst in the development of these and ather
{ands in south Guelph. We look forward to the opportunity to review additional information,
cansultation amengst stakeholdars, and opportunities to dialogus with subject experts,
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Sincerely,

-

L -

& Gayle Rice

CC:  Gary Cousins, County of Wellington Flanning Deparment
Brad Whilcombe & Members of Council, Township of Puskinch
Liz Yerex, Grand River Consarvatfon Authority
Residents of Pustinch Twp. an Maitby Rd, W.

U,m.l ﬁ}ofr
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30 April 2007 COMMUNITY CESIGN AND

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
City of Guelph
Planning and Building Servicas Division MAY 02 207
59 Carden St.
Gusliph, ON
N1H 3A1

Attantion: Mr. Allan Haarne, Senior Davalapmeant Plannar
+ Possible Widening of Mailthy Read

In reviawing the material related to the proposed industrial subdivision at the comer of the Hanlon
and Mzltby Road, 1 came across the brief comment, “Maltby Rd widening by 5m”. The comment
was aftribuled fo tha City.

As residents of Maltby Road W., we wish o slate categorically that we will not accept or agree lo
any proposal to widen Maltby Rd, West. We will not accept or agree to any proposal to alter iis
characler from its prasant function as a residential road, This doss not praciuds reasanable
improvements, provided those improvements have no impact an the surrounding enviranment or
alter its fundamental character as a residential road,

The orie possible exception might be the stretch of road between the Hanlon and proposed
Southgate exdansiory Maltby intersection. However, if thal precipitates a need or demand by the
clty to altar the character of all of Maltby West, wa will also opposs the extension of Southgate to
Maltby. See also our separate letter regarding the proposed industria! subdivislon and the nesd
for additional traffic studies to identify the impact on Maltby and its residents.

Maltby is unsuitable for widaning for the following reasons:

Maltby West, for approximately two-thirds its length betwean Gordon and the Hanlon bisects )
provincially and locally significant wellands, Thera Is no oppartunity 1o widen the road without
gross imirusion info those wellands.

Maltby Wast is also bordered by a variety of extensive woodlands from mature mixed hardwoods
to silver maple swamps and coniferous plantations.

Mailtby West is |located an the Paris Maraine vary near the divide between the Hanlon Creek and
Mill Craek watersheds. The moraine and its associated wetland and woodtand complexes are
essantist groundwater rechargs areas and widely accepled as requirng protection.

Mallby Wast also bisscts a very large envimnmentally sensilive wellandf woodland corplex that
axiends from north-west in Guelph to south-east in Puslinch along the centre of the seventh
concasslan {existing and formear Puslinch), The Hantan Crask Watershed Study and the city's
own zaning of the area on the north side of Mallby confirms thesa featuras and need far
protection. Materiatly altering Maltby would have significant negative consequences.

The olhier major issue hera is ane of trust and faimess. As residents of Puslinch, we took a keen
inlerest in lne City's request for addilional lands in the early 1880's. We listened to the City's
argumsnts with an apen mind and In the end wa reluctantly accepled the loss of a part of
Puslinch when the City znnexed the lands. Wa did not oppose the annaxation, on the
undaerstanding that Guelph would service the lands between Clair Rd, and Maliby Rd. {then
Puslinch Sidemad 15) with ils own inlemal road network, We did not oppose the annexation on
tha undarstanding that Gueiph weuld respect tha Puslinch residents who lived along the new
boundary roads and wauld, despite develepment on the annexed lands, minimize any negative
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Impacis on those residents, And, we did nol oppose the annexation an the clear understanding
that the Gity would not attempt to annex a further sirip of land in order to further widen Malthy and
negatively impact our residential properties.

We warn fair with the Cily and we anly ask that the City horour its agreement and be fair with us,
your closest neighbours.

Sinceraly

‘Paul & Gayle Rice

CC:  Gary Cousins, County of Wellington Pianning Department
Mayor Brad Whitcombe & Members of Councll, Township of Puslinch
Mayor Karen Farbridge & Members of Council, Gity of Guslph
Residents of Pusiinch Twp. on Maltby Rd, W.
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COMs.;. . ¢ AND

DEVELOPMENT
Mr, Allen Hearms, Senior Developrment Planner " SERVICES
Cily of Gueiph MAY 30 2007

Planning and Building Services Division
59 Corden Street

Guelph, Ontario

N1H 3AlL

May 22, 2007

RE: Proposed plan of Subdivision 264, 348, 408, 452 Crawley Rond and 385 Maltby Road West
{City of Guelph File 23T-06503/ZC-0617) {Southgaie Business Park)

Derr Mr. Hearns,

1 in correspending on behalf of my family as concemed citizens end residents of Maltby Road West
regarding the proposed plans for the Southgate Business Park. | woald olso Jike to express our support

of the recent communications, leners and doewmentation submired by our ncighbours Pauf and Goyle Rice.
The questions, concems ond conperative appronch thet they have put forward is something that we too

are in ngresment with and feel will serve atl parties without sparing the needs of the community nor the
surrotnding natursl environment.

As Mr. Rice has stated clearly, there are several issues that we agres corry sipnificant implications:

1) Preserving the residentin! quality of Maltby Road West for the many families, chlldren and
neighbours that have enjuyed the safe and peaceful place it ls, [t cennot be transfermed inte & four
lene traffic artery without sacrificing that safety and cammunal integrity.

3) Conscrving the surrounding lands that have been deemed provincially significant natural areas
including wetlands, wondlands, pluntations and impartnat maraine ané water recharge netwarks,

3} Managing the *by-products™ of development — noise, nightlight and traffic flow. The proposed
plags show traffic spilling out of the Saunthgate Business Park onto Maltby Road West. Coul this
flow not be kept within Southgate and towards tie Crawley Road arteries?

4} Open collaboration and trust betwesn the City of Guelph, Puslinch Tawnship and the many
residents who must rely on subject matter experts to make decisions that will profoundly impuet
1 community and the precious environment intertwined within it.

Development and progress are inevitable, Our greatest hopes ase that this fnure development will be
executed with the fuliest of respect — for the develapers, the planners, the residents and far the natural
endowment that this area of Guelph has been afforded over the years. The time is now for all efus, os
concerned citizens and leaders, to nsure thit we have our suy and create someshing that will be
outstending!

With regards,
M
{L,--

Bruce nnd Lisa MacEachern and Femily

c.c. Mayor Brad Whitcombe and Members of Council, Township ef Puslinch
Mayar Karen Farbridge and Members of Council, City of Guelph
Mr. Qary Cousins, County of Wellington Plunning Department

’%ﬁgﬁ}i (s 'CL{MJ&‘ML/ "%‘m’

The City That Makes A Difference
Page 43 of 43



108 Forest Street Application



Mixed Use Development on the 108 Forest Site

John R. Campbell
2007 Oct 31

Summary
T object to the proposal to build six professional offices, nine apartments and 12
townhouses on the one hectare 108 Forest site and the apparent willingness of the Guelph

City Planning department to make land use designation changes to the Official Plan to
accommeodate it because:

1.

(S8

Intensification of the older built-up area of the city is desirable to reduce urban
sprawl, but the density of the proposed development is excessive at about two
and a half times that of the surrounding neighbourhood.

This is a poor example of a mixed-use development. The point of mixed-use is
reduction of automobile dependence by having businesses in residential areas that
supply the needs of local pedestrians. But the proposed professional offices are
automobile-oriented, drawing clients equally from the whole Guelph community.
Hence the need for a large parking-lot on the site.

Planning seems to favour mixed-use in residential neighbourhoods,
regardless of impact. The proposed development puts automobile-oriented
business on a local street, squarely inside a neighbourhood now completely
designated General Residential. Traffic will increase throughout the entire
neighbourhood as office workers and visitors try to avoid the dangerous
intersection at Forest and Edinburgh. The site is separated from the community
shopping centre on Edinburgh by five residences on the south side of Forest and a
park on the north. If 108 Forest has offices built on it, the likelihood increases
that the five residences, three of which are rentals, will also become businesses.

The school will be converted into a large building. Re-use of existing buildings
is desirable for environmental reasons, but it is unfortunate that the old unloved,
building, of no architectural or historical value whatsoever, gave the developers
the idea of building offices inside a residential area and gives them an argument in
favour of doing so, since the single-storey building is more suitable for offices
than residences. But the developers while converting the building to six offices,
will also attach garages front and back, and add two more storeys on top for nine
apartments. This makes for a large, incompatible building that dwarfs the houses
around it and destroys the liveability of the small bungalow at 106 Forest.

Height of townhouses and variances required to fit the townhouses on the
site. The four proposed three-storey townhouses are too high compared to
abutting houses, too near to each other and neighbouring properties. They require
a considerable number of variances to fit on the site. This particular objection is
not discussed in this report.
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General comments

The entrance to the site is on a local road and clearly separated from the commercial node
on Edinburgh Rd., the nearest main road (arterial or collector), by five single detached
houses, a distance of more than 100 m. (I use the term commercial node collectively for
the nearby commercial buildings and offices, all of which are on Edinburgh including a
community shopping centre at Municipal). The site backs on to an optometry business
on Edinburgh but cannot be accessed through it. A map is appended (Figure 1). The
proposed site density is much higher than that of the surrounding neighbourhood of
single detached houses, and indeed at the equivalent of at least 27 Dwelling Units
(DU)/ha much higher than the 17 DU/ha' average for the whole Old University and
Centennial Neighbourhood, which is an area that was studied by the City starting in 2004
and resulted in a 2006 Community Improvement Plan (CIP)?.

While we would prefer single-family detached houses, realistically most of us will settle
for two-storey townhouses at a density somewhat higher than 17 DU/ha but not as high as
21 DU plus six substantial offices. But the great majority of owner-residents in the Old
University area oppose allowing businesses of any form on this site or anywhere else in
the area, all of which is now designated Residential in the Guelph Official Plan (OP)’.

The boundaries of the areas are shown in the appendix, Figure 2, based on a map taken
from the CIP*,

The Official Plan

The purpose of the OP is to guide future land use activity while paying attention to the
needs of the Guelph community. It provides a basis for the Zoning By-Law which
defines in detail what can be built. However, Planning can try to change the OP as it

wishes but has to circulate notice of changes to owners in the affected neighbourhood and
obtain Council approval.

Planning has indicated unofficially that it is willing to recommend a change to the land
use designation of part of the 108 Forest Site from Residential to Mixed Office-
Residential, which is necessary to accommodate the developers’ proposal. However, it
seems wrong to make an ad hoc change to a land use designation merely because of a

proposal, when there is strong opposition from the neighbours. So there must be other
reasons.

Why does Planning like the proposal?
The proposal has three elements that, at several meetings of residents, Planning declared

they favour- intensification (increased density), mixed-use (offices and residential on the
same site) and retention of the school building.

Planning’s general support of intensification and mixed-use is consistent with the 2006
provincial document, “Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe” (GPGGH) a set
of provincial guidelines for development of communities in the Greater Golden
Horseshoe (GGH) area.
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The intent of GPGGH is to protect productive agricultural land and discourage urban
sprawl, with its high infrastructure costs and dependence on the automobile. One of its
specific mandates is that after 2015, 40% of new development in urban centres like
Guelph has to be within the existing built-up area, now in the process of being defined’.

GPGGH stresses the need to build more compact, vibrant and complete communities in
the GGH area and lessen automobile dependence, It prescribes more efficient use of land
(intensification), mixing land use (some combination of residential, retail, office,
recreational, etc. to make neighbourhoods more walkable) and improved public transit.

The complete community is probably the whole of Guelph. The walkable neighbourhood
for us who live near 108 Forest might arbitrarily be defined as the 256 hectare Old
University and Centennial Neighbourhood, roughly 2 km by 1.25 km.

What is intensification?

Intensification is defined in GPGGH as “the development of a property, site or area at a
higher density than currently exists, through redevelopment...development of vacant or
underutilized lots. ..infill development...expansion or conversion of existing buildings.”®

This definition does not include a comparison standard, which presumably depends on
the location of the site. Also, the OP favours intensification and multiple-unit housing in
the downtown and its environs’, which includes the Old Umiversity neighbourhood. So
Planning wants a higher density for 108 Forest than that of the surrounding
neighbourhood, probably even higher than the 17 DU/ha average for the whole Old

Umiversity and Centennial neighbourhood. The houses in the vicinity have a density of
roughly 11 DU/ha.

What is mixed-use development?
GPGGH defines mixed-use only indirectly, first, in “Population and employment growth
will be accommodated by...(d) reducing dependence on the automobile through the
development of mixed-use, transit-supportive, pedestrian-friendly urban environments™
and, second, in the definition of Compact Urban Form:
A land-use pattern that encourages efficient use of land, walkable
neighbourhoods, mixed land uses (residential, retail, workplace and institutional

all within one neighbourhood), proximity to transit and reduced need for
infrastructure’.

The OP contains a position similar to the GPGGH on mixed-use: “promoting mixed land
uses in appropriate locations throughout the City to provide opportunities to residents to
live, learn, work, shop, recreate, gather and worship in close proximity.”"®

A working definition that I like comes from a 2006 conference in Florida on mixed-use

development, attended by mostly American developers belonging to several industry
associations:

A mixed-use development is a real estate project with planned integration of some
combination of retail, office, residential, hotel, recreation or other functions. It is
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pedestrian-oriented and contains elements of a live-work-play environment. It

maximizes space usage, has amenities and architectural expression and temds to
mitigate traffic and sprawl.'!

While any close proximity between residential and any kind of business can be called
mixed-use, the above quotations advocate mixed-use development as a means of reducing
automobile dependence and infrastructure costs. This requires provision of services in
residential areas that are oriented to people living within walking distance.

The OP now designates the whole Old University area as Residential'?, a designation that
allows schools and churches, zoned as Institutional, on main roads (arterial or collector)
and Forest is neither.

The OP designation defines at a general level the allowable use for all parcels of land
within the City. The designation affects the zoning permitted. Zoning by-laws
implement the OP at a detailed level by restricting the use of land and the manner in
which buildings or structures are located on a property. The relationship between
designation and zoning is not a simple hierarchy.

A Residential designation also allows small businesses on main roads, zoned as
Convenience Commercial ?," which in theory supply services mainly to local residents.
Convenience Commercial businesses should be pedestrian-oriented but often rely
substantiaily on passing automobile traffic.

City planners may use the land use designation Mixed Office-Residential'”, along with
Office-Residential zoning, to allow the co-existence of residences and offices. Such sites
do not have to be on an main roads, although they generally are for reasons of
accessibility. Offices may be pedestrian-oriented but are more likely to be highly
automobile-dependent. To succeed financially, pedestrian-oriented businesses of any
kind should be located in a densely populated area, like downtown.

Is 108 Forest a good site for mixed-use?
The 108 Forest site is neither downtown nor in a heavily populated area. The site is

clearly a poor one for pedestrian-oriented business. At one hectare it is a small site
internal to an OP-designated Residential area.

The businesses proposed for 108 Forest are professional offices, including medical,
which will be highly automobile-dependent businesses attracting users equally from all
over Guelph and district, who will generally drive to their appointments, The offices
could work just as well anywhere in the City. There must be commercial properties
available in Guelph that could be developed as medical and other offices. But Dr. Friars
bought this site in a Residential area at a good price, hoping he could persuade Council to
change its designation, He believes that the existing school building can be profitably
adapted for medical and other offices. He may be right for it is an attractive residential
neighbourhood that we residents are trying to keep that way.
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So this is a situation where developers are trying to finesse automobile-dependent offices
into an exclusively residential area because offices are more profitable than residences,
using the argument that there is an existing building that can be converted into offices,
with a Planning department that is highly moetivated to intensify and mix uses in spite of
strong neighbourhood opposition. After the proposed townhouses are built there would

be residences on three sides of this small, isolated business development, and the park on
the other side of the road.

The development is technically mixed-use because of proximity of businesses and
residential but it will be accessed on foot only by the few workers and users who happen
to live nearby - nearly all will be driving. If it were not for the existence of the school
building nobody would suggest mixed-use on this site.

“Mixed-use” in the broader sense of the term typically denotes retail stores, offices and
restaurants bordering the main streets, with apartment buildings above the stores and
round the corner, and nearby schools and churches. This is what you see in downtown
Toronto, Montreal, New York, and old European towns but is difficult to make work

anywhere in Guelph because of low population density, especially on quiet, sparsely-
populated Forest St.

What does the Community Improvement Plan say?

Figure 3 is a copy of page 52 of the CIP. The CIP discusses 108 Forest and the
Edinburgh corridor on the same page because of their physical proximity'®. It carelessly
uses “site” to first, describe 108 Forest and the Edinburgh Corridor together, second, 108
Forest separately and third, the Edinburgh Corridor separately. The Edinburgh Corridor
is not defined but from the picture on page 53 of the CIP (not included) seems to be the
area between Forest and Bellevue on both sides of Edinburgh.

In the third sentence on page 52, the CIP identifies 108 Forest as suitable for residential
intensification. That is all it says about 108 Forest as the report moves on to discuss the
Edinburgh corridor for which it suggests reconfiguration and a mix of uses. Ata meeting
held on July 29, Planning was still arguing that the CIP suggested mixed-use for the 108
Forest site but a careful analysis of the badly punctuated page shows that it does not.
Residents who were involved in the process state that offices were never suggested.

Figure 1 shows the park and the zoning of all the nearby sites. R.1B is Residential
detached homes, C1 is Convenience Commercial, C1-1 and C1-8 are Specialized
Convenience Commercial, P.3 is neighbourhood park, 1.1 is institutional and would be
changed under the proposal to part Specialized OR (Office-Residential) and part
Specialized R.3A (Cluster Townhouse), CC is Community Shopping Centre' . Note that
“Specialized” means that variances are allowed from the standard zoning rules.

The old school building

The Planning Department says one reason it favours mixed-use on this site is its desire to
use the existing school building.
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There is in the OP the statement:
In order to promote the "sense of place" which is found in many older
neighbourhoods and districts, the City will encourage the retention, reuse and

intensification of existing prominent community facilities (e.g. neighbourhood
schools, churches, recreational buﬂdings)lg.

Nobody suggests that there are any architectural, historical or sentimental reasons for
preserving the St. Paul building. It is a single-storey, functional 1960s building that is
definitely not prominent. Rather it is just a pile of bricks and mortar. Ifit ever gave
anybody a "sense of place™ it will not do so after the builders are finished with it for it

will effectively be swallowed up by the extensions. Then it will become prominent and
offensive.

While it is always a good idea to re-use if possible, the amount of change proposed to the
structure goes well beyond minor modification and re-use. The developers claim
correctly that it would be easier to modify it for business than residential uses. The
developers also propose major extensions to the school building’s footprint for parking
garages at the front and rear plus the addition of two-storey apartments on top to create a
what will be a relatively large mixed office and apartment building 3 m away from a
small bungalow, whose liveability will be destroyed. Clearly they are using the existence
of this building, about which the neighbours are at best indifferent and which will
effectively disappear after it is modified, as leverage to get businesses on the stte.

Whatever the cost and environmental savings are of keeping the existing school building
they are not sufficient to justify a redesignation of that part of the site as Mixed Office-
Residenttal, which allows the developer to keep the 3 m sideyard and build two-storey
apartments on top of the school. If it were rezoned as an infill apartment the sideyard
would have to be half the height of the building which would be over 10 m (33 ft) in
height, ie the sideyard would, assuming no variance, have to be over 5 m wide.

Why do the residents oppose mixed-use on this site?

The Old University neighbourhood is an attractive 100% residential neighbourhood apart
from a few businesses on the surrounding arterial roads. However, some of the houses
near the 108 Forest site are small and old-fashioned, therefore not particularly appealing
to people with young families. So the character of the neighbourhoed is changing with
many houses occupied by retirees and many others owned and rented out by investors.
The owner-residents generally do not object to replacement of older houses by newer
houses, or to residential infill, for this does not change the neighbourhooed character, but
they are fearful of business incursion, which will. While we know that the commercial
office development planned for 108 Forest is a relatively minor incursion, Planning
Department support for it might be interpreted as a belief that they consider everything
between 108 Forest and Edinburgh is potentially destined to become part of the
commercial node. Thus the main concern of resident property owners is that allowing
businesses on this site could be the beginning of an unwanted trend.
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More specific objections centre around the parking requirements of offices, especially
medical offices, which will tum much of the site into a large asphalt-covered parking lot
and ncreased traffic in the whole Old University neighbourhood, especially with the
near-impossibility of turning left from Forest on to Edinburgh.

Conclusion

Planning has before it a tax-generating, development proposal that parachutes offices into
a purely residential area and wants to rationalize it somehow. It wrongly tries to use the
CIP and saving the school building to do so. Planning is very keen to get mixed-use
projects going in the middle of inner-city residential neighbourhoods, and may not be
considering whether or not they are good mixed-use developments and whether or not
they endanger the character of the neighbourhood. This is not a large-scale, planned,
mixed-use development that has anything to do with increasing neighbourhood
walkability. This is a small opportunistic, mixed-use, automobile-dependent proposal on
a local road that could set the dangerous precedent that offices inside residential
neighbourhoods are acceptable when a developer asks for them regardless of
appropriateness of site location. In addition, a Mixed Office-Residential designation,
followed by retention and heightening of the school building will make for a very large,
neighbourhood-incompatible building that will make the house next door unliveable.

'(CIP) Community Improvement Plan for the Old University and Centennial Neighbourhood, p 21,
l’nm:i/uuehnh.ca/uuioads.-fPBS Dept/planning/documents/QUNC%202006.pdf

“ lbid., p 7

3 (OP) Guelph Official Plan, p 84 and Schedule | map

l'\rlg://www.euelgh.ca/up]cadsr’PBS Bept/planning/documenis/Official_Plan Nov.2006.pdf
1CIp, p7

* Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, (GPGGH), p 14,
http://www.pir.cov.on.ca/english/esrowib/gohdocs/FPLAN-ENG-WERB-ALL.pdl’

® Ibid, p 43

TOP,p 85

® GPGGH, p 14

? Ibid., p 41

YOP,p9

"' Presentation at 2006 conference on mixed-use development, stide 8
http://www . nmhe.org/Content/ServeFile.cfin?FilelD=5660

12 0P, Schedule 1

" Ibid., p 91

¥ Convenience Commercial (C.1) Zones,

hip://euelph.ca/uploads/PBS Dept/zoning/documents/zoning_bylaw/SECTION%206.pdf
Y OP,pti9

' CIP, p 52

" Zoning By-Laws, (Residential Zones, Commercial Zones, Park Zones) Descriptions of zones. Zoning
maps. City of Guelph

"oPp, p21
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Comments on proposal to
develop St Paul's School
site: 108 Forest Street

30 October 2007
Sarah Lowe,

v

- Guelph since 1973

- Ob&ecﬁon letrer 12 march
2007

- Focus group meetings

- Growth Management Strategy
meeting and workshop

Concerns about the

proposal ( summary)
* Not compatible with the neighbourhood
character

« Inappropriate mix of uses and excessive
intensification

* Unacceptable impacts on adjacent
residents, despite changes

» Following comments focus on Dean Avenue
residents




Character of the
neighbourhood is worth
preserving

- Established, quiet streets- Forest, Dean, Talbot,
Maple, Rodney, Echo

* Edinburgh (arterial) easily walkable for area
residenfs;is over 100 metres from school building

" Mature tree canopy along streetscape
* Modest single family homes built in 40's and 50's
* Mixed community of families, retirees, students

looking west

Talbot looking north




Houses are
predominantly bungalows

Large majority (over 90%) of abutting buildings are less than 2 storey
(12/13 )

Large majority (70%) of buildings within 120 metres are less than 2
starey (B3/76)

Not one 3 storey home in entire area

School is already on a hill

- School already 2 - 3 metres higher
- 2.5 storeys will look like 3.5 storeys

- Proposal includes 1.5 - 1.8 metres of fill:
- retaining wall/berm as high as existing fence

- affects appearance/drainage/salt
P 5T s i

East of school




5 massive buildings, large parking lots
and 3 multiple garages are not
compatiblel

The site is overdeveloped: scale of bui!din955 too large and
too dense ( B4 people/jobs compared with 50 required)
3-storey condes and of fice/apartments tower over
neighbours: massive, incongruous appearance

Large number of variances show the buildings are too close
to each other and to the abutting neighbours

Extensive parking lots and 3 multiple garages beside school
are inconsistent with this being a neighboirhood amenity

Serious lack of green space,in east side development
(Office/Residential has no green space policy)

Unacceptable impacts from mixed use,
building size and density

Unattractive viewscape of massive buildings, 2 multiple parking
garages to south, large paved parking lotsand dumpster

Reduced landscaping and amenity areas, inadequate buffers or
transition zones o protect abutting yards

Third story condos and balconies, and school roof patio mean loss
of privacy

Excessive noise from 27 condos/offices and internal roads and
approximately 100 autos, 81 for scheol building alone

Light pollution from of fice use: autos, lit signage and building
security

Air pollution, garbage disposal in parking lot behind our back yards,

potential for Snow plowing onto fences, and water and salt draining
into gardens

Mare traffic on residential streets in area
Developers’ changes are improvements but do not solve key issues




. . . i I
Important details are left to the next stage (site plan control).
~This is too late
*Need detailed plans showing transition zones and buffer strips
‘Will there be a conirolled entrance? Office/medical signage?
Security lights? Retaining walls? Garbage dumpsters?

Conclusion: Proposal
should be re-worked

Office/medical use has high impacts, especially when combined with condos
and apartments: plan amendment should be rejected

Can eccept recsonable infill/intensification to satisfy Growth Plan
While the City completes Growth sirategy, infill needs extra care over
compatibility with existing low density neighbourhoods
- TIntensification needs to be significantly reduced: fewer, smaller
buildings, less density, fewer autos
- Larger transition zones/buffer strips/setbacks and amenity
areas/green space
Conditions of residential infill approval should include a 2 storey maximum,
no reduced setbacks, wider buffers, more green space, preservation of
elm free(s),
Conditions of approval should require site plan approval to be a public
process

City's updated Official Plan needs clear policies for infill

10




This is the first infill
application since the
Growth Plan

The site has so much
potentiall

It could be a showease for
well planned infill that adds
value to eur neighbourhood,

11
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Attachment:Sections of the City of Guelph Official Plan (letter 12 March 2007)

7.2 Residential
Objectives

d) to maintain the stability and character of the built fortms in existing residential neighbourheods.

7.2.7. criteria for multiple unit housing:
a) that the building form, massing appearance and siting are compatible in desigh, character and orientation with buildings in the immediate

vicinity

7.2.27 Non residential uses shall be developed in a manner that is compatible with the adjoining residential properties and which preserves
the amenities of the residential neighharhood

l....non-residential uses shall:

b) Be located on the property in a manner which minimizes the impact of traffic, noise, signs and lighting an adjoining residential properties

c) Have adequate landscaping and screening to pramete compatibility with adjacent activities

General residential Land use designaticn

7.2.33, The physical character of existing esteblished low density neighbourhaods will be respected wherever possible

7.2.34.

“Residential lot infill, comprising the creation of new low density residential lots within older established areas of the city will be
encouraged, provided that the proposed development is compatible with the surraunding residential environment. To asses
compatibility the city will give consideration fo the existing predominant Noa:m of the particular area as well as the general design
parameters outlined in 3.6 of this plan. More specifically residential lot infill shall be compatible with adjacent residential
environments with respect Yo the following:

a) form and scale of existing residential development

b) Existing building design and height

c) setbacks

d) landscaping and amenity areas

e) vehicular aceess circulation and parking

13
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Response to the Mixed Use Development Proposal for 108 For Cr* E:_ U M E FD:\

BCT 31 20m
CITY CLERK'S OFFiCcE

By Bruce Ryan

October 30, 2007

A couple of years ago, 1 heard a rumour that the St Paul School building at 108 Forest Street
might be turned into a medical office development. I now suspect that this rumour might
have been based on a letter sent in June 2005 from Dr Friars {one of the developers) to the
Old University Residents Neighbourhood Association (OURNA) in which he requested
feedback on a proposal to put medical offices in the school building. He stated in that letter
that the existing building would receive only cosmetic treatment and that no other alterations
to the site were anticipated. Although I was not involved in any of those early discussions of
the proposal, my initial response, on hearing the rumour, was brief and unreflective. Not a
bad idea, I thought. I now realize this was an extraordinarily shallow reaction. I had simply
not thought through the implications of such a development.

When I saw the formal proposal in February of 2007, I was horrified initially by the sheer
scale of the planned development. It was radically different from what I had heard about and
from what was offered to the OURNA in 2005. The school building had grown into a
monstrosity of a structure and the green spaces were now to be filled with condominium
structures that were far too large for the site. It was clear to me that I had to reflect
considerably more deeply on the developers’ plan.

At the end of May 2007, [ attended the helpful information night on the ground rules that the
Planning Department uses in making recommendations on development proposals for the
City. During that evening I learned that the key documents to consider are the Official Plan
for the City of Guelph and the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe. In preparing
for this submission, I took care to familiarize myself with both documents and have tried to
use them as the basis for my expressions of concern over the development proposal.

Where Do I Stand on the Issues in the Proposal for 108 Forest Street?

1. Tam in favour of more intensive housing for the school site. Something like 21 two-
storey townhouse units seems very reasonable. This number would provide a much
greater density than the in the neighbourhood currently and it exceed the 50 persons
per hectare density the province has been encouraging.

2. 1am implacably opposed to the office use component of the proposal. 1t is not
appropriate for a purely residential area.

While | feel the proposed stacked townhouse structures in the development plan to be far too
large for the site, I have chosen to focus on the mixed use component of the proposal because
I believe that it is the intended retention of the school building that has blocked any
reasonable planning for the townhouses. In my view, the negotiations between the developers
and the neighbours failed to resolve our concemns over the townhouses because we never got
an opportunily to discuss how to best intensify the housing component. If the school building
were not on the site, the way to a creative solution to the housing intensification challenge
from the Province in Places to Grow would be opened.



The City of Guelph Official Plan

Recommendations regarding amendments to the Official Plan, as is requested in the mixed
use development proposal for 108 Forest Street, take into account the key tests specified in
Section 9 of the Official Plan. This section spells out eight issues that must be considered.
These are:

a) The conformity of the proposal to the goals and objectives of this Plan;

b) Suitability of the site or area for the proposed use, especially in relation
to other sites or areas of the City;

¢) Compatibility of the proposed use with adjacent land use designations;

d) The need for the proposed use, in light of projected population and
employment targets;

e} The market feasibility of the proposed use;

) The extent to which the existing areas of the City designated for the
proposed use are developed or are available for development:

g The impact of the proposed use on sewage, water and solid waste
management systems, the transportation system, community facilities and
the natural environment; and

h) The financial implications of the proposed development,

Elements a, b and ¢ in this list are concerned with conformity, suitability and compatibility, It
seems reasonable to assume that if the proposed use does not conform to the goals and
objectives of the Plan, and is neither suitable for nor compatible with buildings and uses in
nearby areas, it fails one of the key tests of Section 9.3.

Even 1f it can be demonstrated that there is a community need for the project (element d), that
it has market feasibility (element e), that there are limited areas in the City available for such
developments (element f) and that the service infrastructure and funding can cope with the
development (elements g and h), the failure to satisfy the key conformity, suitability and

compatibility requirements of the Official Plan is enough to refuse the request to change the
use designation of the area.

Dealing with the Official Plan’s Goals and Objectives

Section 9.3.2 (a) requires that the conformity of any proposal be determined by considering
the “goals and objectives of this Plan”. This is not a straight forward task. Section 2.3 Major
Goals of the Official Plan lays out 23 goals intended 1o guide development planning, They
are stated in very general language and, in essence, describe the values and qualities that
ought to characterize life for Guelph citizenry. Section 3: General Development lists 11
general development objectives that are somewhat more specific in nature although they
remain, as the section title supgests, very general. Indeed, if one were to restrict the
assessment of the acceptability of almost any development proposal to a consideration of
these peneral goals and objectives, it might be impossible to disallow any form of
development; all proposals will, if they are not fundamentally hostile to the physical and

social environment, advance life in the City by some measure and satisfy the intent of most
of these peneral statements.



It is only in the more specific objectives of the further sections of the Official Plan that one
finds guidance focused enough to make determinations of development conformity,
suitability and compatibility. Through a consideration of a combination of these more
detailed development conditions and requirements, we can determine whether a particular
development proposal is consistent with the full range of development goals and objectives
contained in the Official Plan. When the policies concemning Section 3.6 Urban Design and
Section 7 Land Use are examined in combination, it becomes clear how mixed use
developments, for example, have to be judged and evaluated in relation to residential areas.

Recognizing the Impact of the Places to Grow Act and the Growth Plan Jfor the Greater
Golden Horseshoe (GPGGH)

While the request for the development at 108 Forest Street is being made under the rules of
the current Official Plan, the principles and values articulated in the GPGGH must also be
acknowledged because communities are being asked to reflect on the intent of the Places io

Grow Act as they move forward with development approvals and as they maodify, as they
must, their Official Plans.

Of particular importance for the 108 Forest Street proposal, the GPGGH places a significant
emphasis on complete communities (in this case, the whole City of Guelph) which contain
compact urban forms in walkable neighbourhoods (in this case the Old University
Neighbourhood). Such neighbourhoods may be seen as including smaller commercial and
personal services that meet the daily needs of neighbourhood residents. Mixed-use that meets
the needs of the wider, complete community or even the extended region are considered in
the GPGGH as best located on what it terms intensification corridors which are located along
major roads, arterials or higher order transit corridors.

Addressing the Mixed Office-Residential Use Proposal

I'have very serious concems about allowing any non-residential use (outside of the already
approved institutional uses that could be placed on the site as it now is) at 108 Forest Street.
Forest Street is a neighbourhood street designed only for the use of residents who drive ar
walk to and from their homes to places of employment, commerce and school.! Any
commercial or office use on the site would most likely initiate a steady and gradual
commercial conversion of the five houses between the entry to the school site and Edinburgh
Road. The commercial node would spread from Edinburgh down Forest Street into the
neighbourhood. This would not be a healthy change to the community,

Is the mixed use proposal for 108 Forest Street intended to develop a walkable
neighbourhood? It is true that medical and other professional services are planned for the site
and it is also true that some residents in the neighbourhood might use such services. The
reality, however, is that people from all over Guelph and from further would drive to the site
to receive services. Part of the developers’ reasons for choosing this site is that they claim
there is a shortage of medical office space in the City. In other words, if they could find the
space somewhere else, they would not need to place their offices on Forest Street. They know
their services are not intended primarily for local residents. The primary intent of this

"Nis not, as is indicated in the developers' traffic study, a collector street; it is not included in the inventory of
arterial and collector roads in the Officizl Plan (Schedule 9A).



proposal is not to create a walkable neighbourhood; the intent is to create offices to serve the
needs of the whole of Guelph.

While the GPGGH encourages walkable neighbourhoods, it also clearly indicates that non-
residential uses not intended for local residents should be located in intensification corridors
which are located on arterial or collector roads. The City’s Official Plan in Section 7.2.27 is
also consistent with the GPGGH in requiring non-residential uses be located on arterial or
collector roads; indeed, the OP states that such uses sha/l be on major roads.

But the proposal for 108 Forest Street is exempt from the stern requirements of Section
7.2.27. The proposal is for Mixed Use QOffice-Residential which is the concern of Section 7.6.
In particular, 7.6.4 states that:

The implementing Zoning By-law will recognize existing uses. New mixed use or
single use office/personal service activities may be permitted, subject to an

amendment to the Zoning By-law. The following criteria will be used to assess the
merits of a development proposal.

a) Building, property and ancillary structure design fo be compatible
with surrounding properties in terms of form, massing, appearance
and orientation;

b) Adequate parking, loading and access are provided; and

c) Adequate municipal services are available.

Regrettably, the requirement that such a development be placed on an arterial or collector
road is absent in Section 7.6 Mixed Office-Residential. Ironically, if the proposal had
contained a complementary use,” the development would be required to satisfy the
requirements of Section 7.2.27 which states that such developments shall be on arterial or
collector roads. Given that the proposal is clearly not directed toward serving the local

residents, it appears to be outside the arterial road restriction. To my eyes, this situation is
fundamentally illogical.

On what basis, then, can we object to the development proposal? Section 7.6 spells it out. We
must consider the compatibility and suitability of the building and property in terms of form,
massing, appearance and orientation. We also need to think about parking, loading and
access as well as the adequacy of municipal services.

We should first, however, pause to consider the nature of the proposal and the character of
the neighbourhood.

What is the Nature of the Proposed Development for 108 Forest Street?

The proposed development for the one hectare St Paul School site is comprised of five
buildings invelving a set of offices and two different housing forms:

* Defined in the OP as a service particularly focused on the local residents.



1. The existing school structure will house medical and professional offices with a total
floor area of 1500 square metres. The general look of the office facility will conform
to that of an industrial mall with offices opening along the side of the building with
parking spaces to customers and clients spread along the mall front. Each of the
offices will have a rear door exiting from the building along a narrow sidewalk to be
placed on the eastern side of the structure.

2. Nine two-storey apartments are to be constructed on top of the existing school
building which will occupy a footprint of roughly 82 metres by 25 metres {(with the
addition of a set of garages built onto the end of the building facing Forest Street).
The building side will show a wall from ground level to about 12 metres including
the sloping roof with dormers. This structure can only be described as massive. In
fact, it might be the largest building in any purely residential area in Guelph that is
not on an arterial or collector road.

Entrances to the condominium units toward the Forest Street end of the structure will
be located on the office parking lot side. Another three entrances for the
condominium units further along the building will be located along the eastern side of
the building on the very narrow strip of land between the development property and

the neighbouring house. They will share this sidewalk with the rear doors to the
offices.

3. Four large stacked townhouse structures with three dwelling units in each structure.
The proposal indicates 12 apartments will consist of approximately 2400 square feet
each on a single level. These structures are estimated roughly at 75 feet by 40 feetin
size. These buildings are very large in relation to the neighbourhood structures. The
fact that the developers are asking for many variances under zoning regulations is
evidence that the buildings are too large for the site in absolute terms.

In addition, these structures will be sited with a very large number of parking spaces that are
primarily required by the office use also proposed for the site.

On the Basis of Form, Massing, Appearance and Orientation, Should the Mixed Use
Proposal be Approved?

The first step in this assessment process is to consider the characteristics of the surrounding
neighbourhood housing and then reflect on the nature of the proposal with respect to form,
massing, appearance and orientation and then.

The Character of the Surrounding Neighbourhood

The community surrounding the site at 108 Forest Street is overwhelmingly comprised of
single family dwellings. The only exception is the commercial node that is located on
Edinburgh Road some 100 metres from the entrance to the development property.

Of the 14 buildings that are abutting the site, nine or 65% are single storey structures, three or
22% are 1Y storeys and one house is 2 storeys and the church gymmasium is 2 storeys. Over
85% of the abutting buildings are less than 2 storeys high. If the buildings within the 120



circle of development notification are considered, the housing remains overwhelmingly low
rise with 48 or 63% being single storey structures, five or 6% of buildings being 172 storeys
and 23 or 30% being 2 storeys. Even within the wider area, the housing is still very largely
low rise with 70% of the dwellings being less than 2 storeys.?

While there is some variability in the look of individual houses and their set backs from the

street, the presentation of the dwellings to the street are highly uniform with house frontages
comprised largely of windows into a main living area, a prominent front door, and, in many
cases, a single or double garage integrated into the house structure.

The lot sizes vary from 50 to 75 foot frontages with depths that vary from 100 to 200 feet.

Being an older and very settled area of the city, there is a good deal of green space with
mature trees.

Directly across the street from the development site is Hugh Guthrie Park, which serves as a
neighbourhood green space and sports field.

As a sireet, Forest Street is clearly a local residential street intended to transport

neighbourhood residents to and from their homes. It extends for about 750 metres and ends in
a T intersection at Mary Street.

Assessment of the Mixed Use Office-Residential Proposal for 108 Forest Street -

The repeatedly stated goals of the Official Plan require that new housing ought to be
sympathetic to and compatible with existing housing and that it should be built in ways that
minimize visual change and potential conflict between housing forms. The achievement of
these goals is determined by examining a variety of conditions as specified in the several
policies of the Official Plan. The key assessment components, including those outlined in
Section 7.6 that pertains particularly to Office-Residential uses are:

* Building form, mass, height, scale and siting
s Design, appearance, siting
¢ Setbacks and the manner in which the streetscape is addressed

Fach of these conditions as they relate to the proposal for 108 Forest Street will be
considered in turn.

Building form, mass, height and scale. About 85% of the housing abutting and in the wider
neighbourhood is of single or one and one-half storey character. The character of the area is
low rise combined with low density. The proposed mixed use building is radically different.

The renovated school building with the two storey condominium units on top resulis in a
building that is highly incompatible with the nearby buildings. Its mass is enormous while the
neighbourhood housing is not. The conflict it creates with the small bungalow next door at
106 Forest Street is particularly nasty in part because it is only about three meires from the

* These ratios stand in contrast to other recently appraved three-storey townhouse developments where 70% Lo
85% of the surrounding housing has been two or two and a half storeys high.



neighbouring fence line. While this distance is not unusually troublesome with conventional
housing, the fact is that this structure will form a wall 80+ metres long and 12 metres high. It

will have a huge negative impact on its neighbour and largely destroys any sense of scale or
quality of outlook.

The size and massing of the planned structures are clearly not consistent with the Official
Plan requirement that there be a sensitive accommodation to the nearby housing features and
sense of place. Instead, the impact is one of conflict, hostility and incompatibility.

Design, appearance and siting.

With respect {o siting, however, the real crime in this proposal is the plan for the
condominium apartments on top of the school. We have already noted the incompatibility of
this enormous structure looming over the property to the east of the existing school building,
This property consists of a very small single-storey bungalow of about 1000 square feet in
area. The four photographs on the next two pages show the property at 106 Forest Street in
relation to the school building. Image 1 shows the overall view of the site and offers a clear
picture of the nearness of the two structures to each other. When the additional structure is
built on top of the school it will tise higher than any of the trees showing in the picture.
Image 2 shows what the view of the building will be like from the patio area near the rear
entrance to the house. Note that the ground level of the school is already about one metre
above the ground level of the property. This difference in ground levels will only intensify
the sense of height difference between the two structures.

Image 1: School Building and Property at 106 Forest Street



Image 2: School from the Backyard at 106 Forest Street

Image 3 shows the relationship of the school and the house from the rear of the property. The
very small size of the house is evident in this picture. Finally, Image 4 shows the narrow strip
of land separating the school from the property line. It is along this strip that the developer
proposes to place three of the four main entrances to the condo units as well as the six rear
doors for the offices. The landscape drawings the developers have offered to the neighbours
shows that a portion of the strip nearest the school will be reserved for low plantings. Next
will come a concrete sidewalk along the entire building from front to back. Then they intend

to plant a tree barrier between the sidewalk and the property line. This will make a very
narrow sidewalk indeed.

Image 3: View from the Rear at 106 Forest Street



Image 4: Area for Proposed aIay or Condo Entrnces and Office Rear Doors

It might be argued that the school building has been there for years and has been accepted by
the neighbour. That, however, does not mean that its nearness to the house has not been
bothersome. In any case, the new proposal introduces some significant change that greatly
mtensifies the intrusion. Until now, this single storey school structure has presented a passive
wall to the neighbouring home. It consisted only of some narrow windows above a narrow
strip of lawn. No children were permitted to walk along the side of the school. The area was
fenced off. Now, this wall will become a very active location with people entering and
exiting the several doors along the section of the wall overlooking the neighbour’s house. In
addition, for obvious safety reasons, the apartments will require that the walkway to be
lighted throughout the night. The closeness of the two properties makes it virtually
impossible to mitigate the lighting impact.

The western side of the school building will also show an active face to the interior of the
site. The present plan shows an industrial mini-mall style of building with each of the offices
having a separate entrance off an in-front parking lot. This style of building is highly
incompatible with residential housing that is not located at a commercial node. Not only is
this configuration in deep conflict with the existing neighbourhood housing stock, it will
present an unpleasant face to the residents of the townhouses.

Finally, the inclusion of offices on the site leads to the building of much more extensive
parking areas which, in turn, have to be lighted at night. This additional highting would be a
very negative factor for the abuiting neighbours. Most if not all of this problem would vanish



if the office use were not included on the site and the entire area was used for residential
housing only.

Setbacks and the Manner in Which the Streetscape is Addressed

The face that the building will show to Forest Street is comprised of a parking garage
although, to be fair, the developer has made an effort to show a wall with windows to the
street. While the setback from the street looks to be roughly in line with the majority of the
houses on the street, the presentation of the development will be incompatible with
house/home face all of the other buildings on the street show to the passers-by. It will be
obvious that the street presentation will be a side view rather than a front door view to the
street. More appropriate residential structures could easily be designed to face the street in
the manner of a conventional home.

The office use means that there will be commercial business taking place. Signs indicating
the names and natures of the business will no doubt be installed. This is definitely not
consistent with the character of a neighbourhood residential street.

Site Access and Traffic Impacts

The developers have presented a traffic study (that mistakenly refers to Forest Street as a
“collector road”) which claims that the change in traffic levels will be minimal compared with
when the school was in operation on the site. Those of us who live on the street know very
well what will be the main effect of any additional traffic. Users of the site (residents and
office visitors) will soon discover that making a left turn onto Edinburgh is very difficult and
invariably risky at key times in the day. Edinburgh Road is very busy with fast moving
traffic. There arell exits onto Edinburgh within 100 metres of the Forest Street intersection
and the roadway south of the intersection is obscured by a hill. Most residents drive through
the neighbourhood to College Avenue rather than attempt the turn to the south. The more
intensive resident use of the road will predictably increase the number of people driving
through the other parts of the neighbourhood. It makes no sense to add to this traffic by
including the kind of commercial traffic the office use would bring onto this local
neighbourhood street. The commercial/office use of the school site is inappropriate and the
traffic not needed, cven if the street could handie it.

The St Paul School Site is Not Part of the Commercial Node at Edinburgh Road

Although Section 7.6 of the Official Plan does not require placement on an arterial or
collector road where commercial nodes are normally found, the developers claimed that the
“[St Paul] site can be related to Edinburgh node, good fit for the node” {(quoting from the
June 12 meeting minutes). During the meetings a comment nade more than once was that the
2006 Community Improvement Plan (CIP) said that the school site was, in fact, part of the
Edinburgh node. This is a reference to a developed commercial site that is centred on the
mtersections of Edinburgh, Forest and Municipal. This commercial node is about 100 metres
from the entrance to the St Paul School which is separated from the node by five single
family dwellings. Moreover, while the site currently backs onto the optometry office land
which, in turn, fronts onto Edinburgh, a separate zoning request from the developers will also
sever this internal connection from the remaining and smaller school building site. Not only
will the five single family dwellings fronting onto Forest separate the part of the site
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occupied by the school building from Edinburgh but so will all of the intervening townhouses
which are also planned for the western part of the site.

What did the CIP actually say? The key text is on page 52 in the CIP report (See the
Appendix where the content of page 52 is reproduced in its entirety). The heading of this
critical section identifies the content as being concerned with both the school site and the
Edinburgh corridor. The topic sentence of the first paragraph says that the two "were treated
as one site given their close proximity”. According to several neighbourhood participants in
the CIP process, this statement reflects the fact that these two locations were considered by
the same discussion table as part of the two-day workshops held to create the CIP. It was not
meant to imply that there was some sort of functional linkage between the two areas. The
discussion on page 52 attests to this interpretation.

The language on page 52 in the CIP quite clearly treats the two areas differently. Beyond the
section heading, the only reference to the school is the following: St. Paul School closed in
2004. The 1 ha. site could be redeveloped for a cluster townhouse development for
approximately 30 dwelling units. Note that no mention is made of commercial or office
development. No further mention is made of the school property.

The remaining 23 lines of text (spread over two paragraphs) are concerned exclusively with
the Edinburgh corridor and its commercial node along with some discussion of the Guthrie
Park lands. Amazingly enough, the first and largest paragraph in this section ends with the
statement: “Any further commercial or office use along Edinburgh Rd. S. in the short term
should be discouraged in order to maintain the residential character of the street.” The
undesirability of further development on Edinburg Road S was underscored earlier in the CIP
on page 37 where it stated that “a marketing consultant felt that the Edinburgh corridor did
not have the population to support any new large-scale commercial/retail space.” 1f the CIP
recomimends discouraging commercial development along Edinburgh Road where there is
already a developed commercial node, how is it even remotely possible that it would
encourage such development inside the neighbourhood on Forest Street?

There Are No Other Similar Examples of Recent Proposals for Mixed Office-
Residential Use Sited Within Residential Areas That Are Not oz Main Roads.

When the planning department was asked to show where else in Guelph there has been a
recent designation change similar to that proposed for 108 Forest Street, a list of 13 such
approvals was provided at the June 12 meeting between the developers and the residents. On
closer inspection, it turns out that 10 of the 13 are clearly on main roads thus conforming to
the OP Section 7.2.27 and not relevant to the 108 Forest Street case. On the other hand,
technicaily, they would be relevant if the school site were regarded as part of the Edinburgh
commercial node, which might be why this claim surfaced in the first place. Of the three
remaining examples:

* One concerned the enlargement of the ltalian Canadian Club parking area in a
residential zone. This is clearly a modification of an already existing, previously
approved and very long sianding use. It is not a new use being introduced into an
area.

» The second of the three remaining examples was the further modification of the
Barber Glass Factory site at Suffolk and Yorkshire. There has long been a
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commercial operation on this site and the chanpe merely extends the present mixed
use operations in the area. This is not a new use into what has been an exclusively
residential area.

» Finally, reference is made to “several properties in the St. Patrick’s Ward that have
been given OP policies to allow business uses adjacent to residential areas. Most are
not yet zoned.” These properties are indeed acknowledged in the Official Plan in
Section 7.2.27.30.10 as approved to “continue to support a variety of business land
uses in addition to any permitted residential land uses”. Evidently, these particular
land uses were in existence prior to the current version of the Official Plan and were
given explicit permission to continue even though they clearly violate the
requirements of the Plan. As such, they are not relevant examples with respect to the
proposal for 108 Forest Street.

It seems clear that there have been no designations under the current Official Plan that permit
the insertion of commercial/office uses within a residential area. To do so now would create a
very significant precedent that would not only begin a process of degradation for the Forest
Street streetscape but make it difficult to refuse similar requests of Plan changes in other
parts of the City.

Conclusion Regarding the Acceptability of the Mixed Use Proposal for 108 Forest Street

The structure that will be created to permit the mixed office-residential use of the school
building and site will be overwhelmingly large on this site and in relation to the surrounding
housing and buildings. The impact on the neighbour at 106 Forest Street will be particularly
negative and unpleasant. The scale of the building is highly incompatible with the housing
forms in the area. To approve an office use for the site would eventually cause a
commercialization of the housing between the school site and Edinburgh Road. The
precedent that an approval of this proposal would set would be very bad for the entire City. It
would set a precedent that would make it difficult to refuse office and non-residential uses in
any residential area in the City. Such development is not what was envisioned in the Places
to Grow Act or in the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe.
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Appendix

Page 52 from the Old University CIP Report

4.2.2. St Paul Schoot and Edinburgh Corridor

St. Paul School and the Edinburgh Corridor were treated as one site given their close proximity,
st. Paul School closad in 2004, The 1 ha. slte could be redeveloped for a cluster townhouse
development for approximately 30 dwelling units. The Edinburgh Corridor needs the residential
and tommerclal uses clearly defined and an enhanced visual/pedestrian connection made
between tie commertial plazas on the west side of the road and park space on the east. The
options for development from the design charette looked at 2 number of road reconfigurations
which are unlikely due to the importance of maintalning @ north-scuth transportation corridor
far the City along with linked interior roads (See Appendix D). Urbanizing the western edge of
Hugh Guthrie Park could present one means of enhancing the connection bebwean the park and
commercial uses and creating a street edge and better pedestrian environment, A quick markst
assessment of the site suggests reconfiguration of the existing commerdial space rather than
expansion of the use. Suggestions include encouraging a mix of uses and creating a batter
strestscapes with the buildings at the front and parking moved to the back of the properties.
Cne exception to commercial expansion would be the two residential properties that directly
batk onto the park at Edinburgh Rd. S. and Forest 5t The redevelopment of these two
residences to community supportive commercial uses would provide a nice cannection to both
the park space and commercial uses on the west side of Edinburgh Rd. S.  Any further
commercial or office use along Edinburgh Rd, S. In the short term should be discouraged In
order to malntain the restdential character of the strest

Streetscape improvements would also be welcome In the area. The improvemeants could help
connect both sides of Edinburgh Rd, 5. The residents’ willingness to accept Intensification in
the area was evident with ane scenarlo showing the development of townhouses aleng the
eastern edge of the park which would create "eyes on the park”. The general redesign of Hugh
Guthrie Park was also highlighted given its imited use by residents. A davelopment assessment
of the lands would be helpful given their previous landfill use. See Flgure 13,

Principles for Development

+ Create a beautiful strest with
slower traffic and safe pedastrian
and cyding routes

+ Create Hugh Guthrie Park as a
vital focus for the nefghbourhood
centre

¢ Provide 3 mix of uses with a
focus on new forms of residential
uses to create and support a
neighbourhood centre and to
animate the park

0ld University and centennlal Neighbourhoeods community Ienprovement Plan 2006

Page 52
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To: GUELFH CITY COUNCIL - C/0 Lois Giles,C.C.

Ref.: Proposal 108 FOrest Street - Guelph -:
.Conversion 3% raul,s School Building Dear Mayor & City Colncil:

The undersigned, retired architect in the City of Guelph (196C - 2600),
and Forest 3Street resident; wishes to convey the following comments

Having carefully and Professionally studied the proposed "Concept FPhan",
finds this "Sife Plan":"1ill conceived" for the following reasons:

1.: OWE-"bottle-neck" entrance/exit road creates :iraffic Congestion,
poor accessibility from and to Forest Street as well as dangerous
visibility to traffic on Forest to and from Edinburgh Road, which
ig already close to impossible to enter at "rush hour traffic".

2.: Seventy parking spaces half of them opposite each other on a narrow
entrance/exit-road and half of them landlocked at the East-cornerof
the site, thus creating dificult accessibility for emergency vehicles
fire department and police protection.

3.: Total absence of meaningful amenities or planned landscaping.

In addition to the above, the undersigned wishes to point out that this
"greedy"-development proposal with mixed"office-residential” land-use
creates a dangerous Forest Street for seniors and children alike, and
would therefore like %o warn the City Councll of the serious and danger-
ous consequences of approval.

Even when the above property was occupied by the School Building six
hours perday "Warning signs had to be erected to properly regulate the
trafficand created chaos during activities in the park accross.

{he undgrsigned; John F.A. Haayen , would therefore request City Council
to go on record on the above "warnings" as the last professional involve-
ment in his career in CGuelph, which include well-known projects like:

the Guelph Medical Building on Westmount, the Guelph Police Building,
Harcourt Church and several "Multi-housing Seniors Bulldings " .

Thank you for your attention to these written comments as I appologise
that I am unable %o speak in person, due to health considerations such
as Oxygen-dependancy and others.

Respectfully Yours, I remain, — [y i
Mwwwwfi%r#%%ﬁJ;a?/ 2

s
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“Guelph |

COMMUNITY DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT

SERVICES
(Report 07-96)

TO: Council
DATE: 2007/11/05

SUBJECT: 108 FOREST STREET - PROPOSED OFFICIAL PLAN AND ZONING BY-
LAW AMENDMENT (OP0604, ZC0616) - WARD 5

RECOMMENDATION:

THAT Report 07-96 dated November 5, 2007 regarding an Official Plan and Zoning
By-law amendment for property municipally known as 108 Forest Street from
Community Design and Development Services BE RECEIVED.”

SUMMARY: '

This report provides information on an Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendment
application from Black, Shoemaker, Robinson and Donaldson Ltd for property
municipally known as 108 Forest Street. '

BACKGROUND:

An application was received from Black, Shoemaker, Robinson and Donaldson Lid on
behalf of 699936 Ontario Ltd for an Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendment for the
property municipally known as 108 Forest Street and legally described as Part of Lots 39
and 40, Registered Plan 50, City of Guelph. The application was deemed by the City to
be a complete application on February 6, 2007.

Location

The subject property is located on the south side of Forest Street; approximately 100
metres east of the intersection of Forest Street and Edinburgh Road South (see
Schedule 1). The area surrounding the subject property consists of commercial and
office (to the west on Edinburgh Road), institutional (Harcourt Memorial United Church to
the east on Dean Avenue) and residential (to the south, west and east) properties. Hugh
Guthrie Park is situated to the north of the subject property.

The subject site is a 1 ha parcel with an existing building that was formerly St. Paul
elementary school.

The City That Makes A Difference
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Official Plan Designation

The property is designated ‘General Residential’ in the City of Guelph Official Plan. This
designation permits residential uses in low rise housing forms at a maximum density of
100 units per hectare. Multiple unit residential buildings are permitted on lands
designated 'General Residential’. Institutional and convenience commercial uses are
permitted in the ‘General Residential’ designation. These uses include schools,
churches, day care centres, municipal parklands and recreational facilities. Convenience
commercial uses are limited to a maximum gross floor area of 300 square metres.

Existing Zoning
The property is zoned [.1 {Institutional). The following uses are permitted in the .1 Zone:

Art Gallery

Day Care Centre

Group Home

Library

Museum

Outdoor Sporisfield Facilities
Religious Establishment
School

Administrative Office, Nursing Home, activity room, Recreation Centre, nursing
station, Research Establishment, chapel, residence and other accessory uses are
permitted provided that such use is subordinate, incidental and exclusively
devoted fo a permitted use.

REPORT:

Description of Proposed Official Plan Amendment

The applicant proposes to amend the designation of the eastern portion of the subject
property from 'General Residential’ to ‘Mixed Office-Residential’ to permit the re-use of
the existing school building for medical and professional offices with maximum gross
leasable floor area of 1500 square metres. An addition on top of the existing school
building is proposed to accommodate 9 residential apartment units. An Official Plan
amendment is required because office uses are not permitted in the '‘General Residential’
land use designation.

The proposed Official Plan amendment to the ‘Mixed Office-Residential’ designation and
relevant Official Plan Policies are attached in Schedule 2.

Description of Proposed Zoning By-law Amendment

The applicant proposes to amend the zoning of the subject property from the 1.1
(Institutional) Zone to new Specialized OR (Office-Residential) Zone and a new
Specialized R.3A (Cluster Townhouse) Zone. A zoning schedule is attached as
Schedule 3. A preliminary site plan and elevation drawings are attached as Schedule 4.
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The proposed Specialized OR (Office-Residential) Zone applies to the eastern portion
of the property and involves the conversion of the existing school building into 6 office

units. An addition on top of the school building is proposed containing 9 residential
apartment units.

The OR (Office-Residential) Zone permits the following uses:

Accessory Apartment Medical Office

Artisan Studio Office

Bed and Breakfast Personal Service Establishment
Day Care Centre School

Dwelling Units
Duplex Dwelling
Group Home
Home for the Aged
Home Occupations

Semi-detached Dwelling
Single Detached Dwelling
Tourist Home

Accessory Uses
Occasional Uses

- L] L] » . - . L -
[ ] [ ] L » [ ] L] [ ] L [ ]

The applicant proposes to limit the proposed office use to a maximum floor area of 1500
square metres of which Medical Office would be limited to a maximum of 471 square
metres. The applicant also proposes to remove Personal Service Establishment
(includes uses such as hair salon, aesthetician, taitor) from the list of permitted uses.

The following specialized regulations have been requested to the standard OR Zone:
» Maximum front yard (9.4 metres where 7.5 metres is permitted); and

» Buffer strips (seeking exemption of requirement only for the buffer to the
proposed new specialized R.3A Zone on the same property).

The proposed Specialized R.3A (Cluster Townhouse)} Zone applies to the western
portion of the property and involves the development of 4 stacked townhouse buildings,
each with a height of 3 storeys. The buildings each contain three units: one unit per
storey for a total of 12 units.

The R.3A (Cluster Townhouse) Zone permits the following uses:
Maisonette Dwelling

Stacked Townhouse

Cluster Townhouse

Home Occupation

Accessory Use

- - [ ] [ *

The following specialized regulations have been requested to the standard R.3A Zone:

« Lot frontage (2.24 metres where minimum of 18 metres is required; this proposed
regulation would allow for future severance of the property such that the
townhouse development would be situated on its own lot and the office
development would be situated on its own lot);
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«  Minimum side yard for windows to habitable rooms (3 metre side yard where 7.5
metres is required where windows to habitable rooms are present);

» Minimum distance between buildings with windows to habitable rooms (3 metres
where 15 metres is required);

» Minimum distance between Private Amenity Area and wall of another building (3
metres where 6 metres is required) and between Private Amenity Area and wall of
another building with windows to habitable rooms (3 metres where 12 metres is
required); and

« Minimum Private Amenity Area (minimum depth and width of 2.5 metres where
4.5 metres is required).

The net residential density for the overall site is 21 units per hectare. This site will be
within the Built Boundary as per Places to Grow and thus the development will count
towards meeting the intensification targets of the Growth Plan. In terms of Places to
Grow density (50 persons and jobs per hectare); this proposal provides 84 persons and
jobs per hectare and thus exceeds the Greenfield density requirement of Places to Grow.
This density requirement only applies to the Greenfield areas of the City and the
calculation is provided for comparison purposes only.

Public Consultation

A Public Information Meeting was held on February 22, 2007. The applicant presented
the details of their proposal at this meeting. Following this meeting, Staff held a second
information meeting with residents on May 29, 2007 to explain the planning approval
process and the policies that are considered in the review of planning applications (e.g.,
Provincial Policy Statement, Places to Grow, Official Plan).

City staff and the applicant held a meeting on June 1, 2007 with representatives of
Harcourt Memorial United Church to discuss their concerns with the proposal which
included stormwater management, grading and drainage, overflow of water onto the
church property, retaining walls, height, density, lighting, and location of waste
receptacles. At this meeting it was agreed that the mutual property boundary between
the church and the subject property would be fenced.

Due to the degree of interest and concern with this application, Staff engaged a facilitator
and met with the applicant and a small focus group of residents to discuss the concerns
and attempt to resoive them. The focus group included residents who live adjacent to the
site, a representative of the Old University Residents’ Association, representatives from
the broader neighbourhood and Ward 5 Councillors. Facilitated meetings were held on
June 7, June 12, June 20 and July 31, 2007. The focus group of residents agreed to a
list of issues and this was the focus of the discussion during the facilitated meetings (see
Schedule 5). The list of issues was derived from the letters received during the
circulation of the notice of application and refined by the focus group participants. The
focus group also agreed that their main concern is with the proposed office use and the
reasons for this concern as articulated by the residents are outlined in Schedule 5. A
maijority of the residenis at the focus group meetings expressed that they would not be
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supportive of the office component regardiess of any mitigation measures proposed by
the applicant.

Schedule 6 contains a summary of the revisions the applicant has made to their
application to address the issues outlined in Schedule 5.

Schedule 7 provides summary notes of the facilitated meetings.
Staff Review

The review of this application will address the following:

» Evaluation of the proposal against the ‘General Residential' and ‘Mixed Office-
Residential' designation, objectives and poiicies in the Official Plan (Section
7.2.31 - 7.2.35 and Section 7.6) including intensification policies (Section 7.2.7)

» Evaluation of the proposal against Section 9.3 of the Official Plan which sets out
the matters to consider when reviewing an application to amend the Official Plan:;

» Assessment of the proposal in terms of the principles for development set out for
the St. Paul's School and Edinburgh Corridor in the Old University and Centennial
Neighbourhoods Community Improvement Plan; and

» Comments and issues raised during the circulation of the application (attached as
Schedule 8) and at the facilitated meetings held during the summer 2007
(outlined in Schedule 5).

Once the application is analyzed and all issues are addressed, a report from Community
Design and Development Services with a recommendation will be considered at a future
meeting of Council.

CORPORATE STRATEGIC PLAN:

Supports Urban Design and Sustainable Growth Goal #1: An attractive, well-
functioning and sustainable City.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
Financial implications will be reported on in the future Community Design and
Development Services recommendation report to Council.

COMMUNICATIONS:
The Notice of Application was circulated on February 8, 2007 and a Public Information

meeting was held on February 22, 2007.
Facilitated Focus Group Meetings held on June 7, June 12, June 20 and July 31, 2007.

The Notice of Public Meeting was circulated and advertised in the Guelph Tribune on
October 12, 2007.
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ATTACHMENTS:

Schedule 1 — Location Map

Schedule 2 — Proposed Official Plan Amendment and Official Plan Policies
Schedule 3 — Existing and Proposed Zoning

Schedule 4 ~ Preliminary Site Concept Plan & Building Elevations

Schedule 5 — Residents’ Focus Group Issues List and Concerns with Office Use
Schedule 6 — Applicant's Changes to Application in Response to Issues
Schedule 7 — Focus Group Meeting Notes

Schedule 8 — Circulation Comments

7 %44,4

“Br pared By: Recommended By:
Melissa Castellan R. Scott Hannah
Sen[or Development Planner Manager of Development and Parks Planning

fo sl

7 Recommended By:
( Jamés N. Riddell
“-——Director of Community Design and Development Services

TAPlanning\COUNCIL REPORTS\Council Reports - 071{07- -86) (11-05) 108 Forest Si Information Report OP0G04 ZC0616 {(Melissa
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SCHEDULE 1

Location Map
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SCHEDULE 2
Proposed Official Plan Amendment and Official Plan Policies

Proposed Official Plan Amendment
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Official Plan Policies

‘General Residential' Land Use Designation

7.2.31 The predominant use of land in areas designated, as 'General Residential’ on Schedule 1
shall be residential. All forms of residential development shali be permitted in conformity
with the policies of this designation. The general character of development will be low-rise

housing forms. Muftiple unit residential buildings will be permitted without amendment to
this Plan, subject to the
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7.2.32

7.2.33

7.2.34

7.2.35

satisfaction of specific development criteria as noted by the provisions of policy 7.2.7.
Residential care facilities, /odging houses, coach houses and garden suites will be
permitted, subject to the development criteria as outlined in the earlier text of this
subsection.

Within the 'General Residential' designation, the net density of development shall not
exceed 100 units per hectare (40 units/acre).

1. In spite of the density provisions of policy 7.2.32 the net density of development
on lands known municipally as 40 Northumberland Street, shall not exceed 152.5
units per hectare (62 units per acre).

The physical character of existing established low density residential neighbourhoods will
be respected wherever possible.

Residential lot infill, comprising the creation of new low density residential lots within the
older established areas of the City will be encouraged, provided that the proposed
development is compatible with the surrounding residential environment. To assess
compatibility, the City will give consideration to the existing predominant zoning of the
particular area as well as the general design parametres outlined in subsection 3.6 of this
Plan. More specifically, residential lot infilf shall be compatible with adjacent residential
environments with respect to the following:

a) The form and scale of existing residential development;
b) Existing building design and height;
c) Setbacks;

d) Landscaping and amenity areas;
e) Vehicular access, circulation and parking; and
f) Heritage considerations.

Apartment or townhouse infill proposals shall be subject lo the development criteria
contained in policy 7.2.7.

7.6 Mixed Office-Residential

Objectives
a) To outline areas where concentrations of office uses may locate in the low density
residential areas of the City.
b) To encourage intensification of these well-defined areas, primarily for smail scale
office and residential activities.
c) To promote the continued use and intensification of defined business land use

areas within the St.Patrick's Ward neighbourhood (Area 2 on Schedule 5).

General Policies

7.6.1

This Plan promotes the concentration of small scale office uses, personal service uses
and residential activities within the 'Mixed Office-Residential’ designation of Schedule 1.
These uses may be found in the same building or be free standing.
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71.6.2

7.6.3

7.6.4

7.6.5

The retention and infensification of existing residential buildings within this designation

will be encouraged in a manner that is compatible with the existing character of the
streetscape.

The maximum net density for residential development within this designation shall be 100
units per hectare. Multiple unit residential developments will be required to meet the
criteria of policy 7.2.7 to promote compatibility and design sensitivity to the existing built
character of the mixed use area.

The implementing Zoning By-faw will recognize existing uses. New mixed use or single
use office/personal service activities may be permitted, subject to an amendment to the

Zoning By-law. The following criteria will be used to assess the merits of a development
proposal:

a) Building, property and ancillary structure design to be compatible with
surrounding properties in terms of form, massing, appearance and orientation;

b) Adequate parking, loading and access are provided, and

c) Adequate municipal services are available.

Complementary uses, as outlined in policy 7.2.26 of this Plan, may be permitted to locate
within a 'Mixed Office-Residential’ designation provided that:

a) The proposed complementary use does not interfere with the overall form,
function and development of the specific 'Mixed Use' area; and

b) The criteria for the complementary use as specified in policy 7.2.27 can be met.
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SCHEDULE 3
Existing and Proposed Zoning

Existing Zoning
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Proposed Zoning

ROAD

EDINBURGH

FOREST STREET

IB

ZONE

C.14l

.

R3A-? ZONE
OR

R.1B

ris

I

R.IB

DEAN AVENUE

The City That Makes A Difference

Page 12 0of 138



SCHEDULE 4
Site Concept Plan and Build

Elevations

ing

iminary

Prel

)
Fa

]
il
o
i
Lk
E

EY]
[
m

—i

- v :

L :_ |1

LLE R
LR TATA TN

Y
LA IMENY
Rislylglen]

1 045y

30T

= IR

W ZTe Ln HOACATES N

20U

#nealub H

Aneweicn

oru

|
Ao ».M
w

BT

0158y

B urg

_ SOUGT YO
e — rrin-l!lsnEnn. e s o S Rl o
e v 1
F m 53 wﬁ.nu B _ a .n_
& Er Bl
o A= UEE AR
jopuap ey Apwng  ebug _ i f 5 5
. HIWLL]
— _ _ s “ s1veE o H
W yEgiy i = e TELTY ; : CLL °
t LN ] I"i I_lx mTm®mAa Haa _Lln mm&(rﬂ«.
5 2 - liw - - o B N - i 3 j § i A
" == LT s
5y ] A wa (L A
%u & _ “ .hwr
4 — T :
o swns 1 TWLLNEQISEH / RO A0 P 2
RCPEY 1
H AOVTD ANHOLS | £ OREOdOMd " | S30ven | ¢l |
ASMOLG ) : . . = E
ooy PE— . - £=20 & m o &
1 '
1
R _ ¢ _ E _
B [ = ]
I _ LT _ “
X N ‘ — 3? o * |
' / L A
T T/ n.m T - T it GRS L WR T T T T

Apad 4

The City That Makes A Difference

Page 13 of 138



Elevations of Converted School
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NORTH ELEVATION

S0UTH ELEVATION
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SCHEDULE 5
Residents’ Focus Group Issues List and Concerns with Office Use

108 Forest Street (St. Paul School Redevelopment Proposal) — Issues List agreed to by
Residents’ Focus Group at the July 31, 2007 Facilitated Meeting

Issues derived from comment letters

» Use
= Density
= Concern about office use
= Potential for rental housing (students and absentee landlords)

e Compatibility
+ Intensification
» Site Design

= Scale

» Height

» Appearance

* Privacy

= Shadow impacts

= Views

= Parking area (e.g., too much pavement, not enough parking for use)
» Retaining walls

= Fences and Buffer strips

» Landscaping

» Lighting

= Distance between buildings
« Emergency access

e Traffic impacts and increased traffic
» Noise

e Servicing

» Grading and Drainage

= Tree retention (Elm trees)

= Loss of green / open space

» Waste collection
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SCHEDULE 5 continued

Residents’ Focus Group Issues List and Concerns with Office Use

List of Reasons why the Residents are against Commercial.
John Campbell
21 June 2007

This list is slightly different from the one [ handed out last night.

My arguments against commercial use on the site (which in some form or other have been sent to
and discussed with fellow-residents):

1.

3

Commercial has no place inside a quiet residential neighbourhood, especially not on a
sideroad that is non-arterial, non-collector. There are other sites nearby and elsewhere in
the City that are already available for commercial.

Commercial increases traffic and causes street parking problems. The fact that the street

and the neighbourhood may technically be able to handle the traffic doesn’t mean it wants
to.

Although initial commercial area is limited, once in the neighbourhood it increases the risk
that we will see the five homes between the site and Edinburgh sold and an application
made for more Official Plan changes (domino effect).

No matter what conditions are put in the zoning by-law for this site, e. g., the 40% limit on
medical offices, it will be relatively easy to change them.

Any commercial would be a dangerous precedent for the whole Old University
neighbourhood.

Commercial turns much of the site into a big parking lot. Parking needs of commercial
take s0 much space that it motivates requests for yard variances to the 7.5 m standard to
allow the developer to put four townhouse clusters on the lot. The parking and the
proximity of buildings to each other and existing residents will make the townhouses
unattractive to upscale purchasers and increases risk of absentee landlords, already a
problem in the area. Finally, parking increases noise, lighting, garbage, salting and snow
removal issues; it also reduces what otherwise would be green space.

Commercial zoning allows the school building to have two-storey apartments on top and
retain its present 3m separation from the house at 106 Forest. But if it were zoned R.4D
(Infill Apartment) a three-storey apartment of 10 m height it would require a 5 m
separation. Cluster townhouses (R.3A) of same height would require 7.5 m separation. But
as in point 6, developers can ask for variances which residents can oppose.

Melissa’s list

1.

2

Precedent setting (equivalent to 5 above).

Not typical use for the area (approximately equivalent to 1 above).
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3. Intensity of use (eg, pharmacy) (no equivalent, although intensity due to variances and
height of buildings is an issue and is caused by the sum of commercial and residential.).

4. Amount of parking required (equivalent to 6 above).
5. Traffic impacts (equivalent to 2 above).

6. Already offices in area that are not being used or could be redeveloped (incorporated in
point 1)

7. Threat to sense of neighbourhood (office intruding into residential area) (covered in 1
above).

8. Noise, light and air pollution. (covered in 6 above).

9. No transition between proposed development and existing residential (this is indeed a
major concern and is covered in 6 and 7 above).

10. Location on Forest Street rather than arterial road (covered in 1 above)

11. Green space replaced by parking (covered in point 6 above).
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Page 21 of 138



“Guelph

To:
From:
Date:
Subject:

St. Paul School Focus Group
Melissa Castellan, Senior Development Planner
June 20, 2007

Concerns about Office Use

I have summarized the concerns related to ‘Office Use’ based on the facilitated meeting notes and
the letters received through the circulation of the application. Please review this list. If you have
anything to add that would further clarify the concern with the proposed office use please contact
me by June 28, 2007

(email: melissa.castellan@guelph.ca or phone: 519 837-5616 ext 2282).

Concerns about Qffice use:

Precedent setting

Not typical use for the area

Intensity of use (e.g. pharmacy)

Amount of parking required

Traffic impacts

Already offices in area that are not being used are unattractive or could be redeveloped
Threat to sense of neighbourhood (office intruding into residential area)
Noise, air and light pollution

No transition between proposed development and existing residential
Location on Forest Street rather than on an arterial road

Green space replaced by parking
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10.

11.

12,

SCHEDULE 6

Applicant’s Changes to Application in Response to Issues

108 FOREST STREET PROJECT

Proposed Revisions to date to address Neighbourhood Concerns

The Site Plan has been revised to relocate the two stacked townhouse units in an effort to save the
elm tree.

The two stacked townhouse units adjacent to Dean Avenue lots have been flipped to re-orient the
parches away from the adjacent Edinburgh Road lot which has the closest setback,

Parking areas for the townhouse units will be contained entirely within the two car garages and

driveways. Any overflow parking will use the parking associated with the professional office/medical
building.

Commitment to ensure elevators will be provided for alt units above ground floor units,
The garbage enclosure for the stacked townhouses has been eliminated.

The grading of the site has been lowered thereby reducing the height of the stacked townhouse
units and impacts on neighbours.

The parking for the professional office/medical building has been reduced to 63 spaces, 6 spaces
have been eliminated at the rear of the building allowing for a greater setback and landscaping area
adjacent to Sarah's house.

Parking modules at rear of the site have also been shifted to the west to provide a greater area
adjacent to the church property for a landscape buffer.

A redesign of the residential units above the schoal has allowed us to lower the roof lines and
building facades. In addition, the front facade adjacent to Forest Street has been articulated with
additional windows and a combination of cladding materials along the ground floor elevation of the
parking garage.

Completed shadow studies have demonstrated that the impact of the 1-1/2 storey residential
addition to the school, on the neighbour to the east, will be no greater than the construction of a
conventional 2 storey dwelling unit at the same existing setback; and less than that of single 2 storey
dwelling situated at the minimum allowable side yard setback.

The owners have agreed to restrict the uses to medical offices {maximum of 471 square metres) and

professional offices (1027 square metres). Total area available to office/medical is 1,498 square
metres.

The main entrance to the 3 residential units to be located above the existing schoel building, closest
to Forest Street, has been re-oriented to face the internal driveway, thereby reducing pedestrian
traffic along the east side of the existing building.
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SCHEDULE 7

Focus Group Meeting Notes

The focus group requested that the rough meeting notes be distributed to Council rather
than formal minutes summarizing the meeting.

108 Forest Street - Facilitated Focus Group Meeting #1 - June 7, 2007

7:00 PM

Present:

Residents: John Campbell, Bernhard Hasselwander, Audrey Jamal, George Spence, Daphne
Wainman-Wood, Bruce Monkhouse, Bruce Ryan, Jack Barr, Tanis Comrie, Trevor Prior, Vicko,
Peter Gill

Councillors: Lise Burcher, Leanne Piper
City Staff: Nancy Kielar (facilitator), Scott Hannah, Jason Downham (recorder). Julius Bodai
Applicant: Nancy Shoemaker, Chris Sims, Tom Krizsan, Doug Friars, Lloyd Grinham

- Nancy K. presented Community Improvement Plan Principles for 108 Forest, Discussion
Guidelines for the meeting, Success Gradient of the discussion —

- When you talk about the CIP — when you talk about a mix of uses — can you clarify that?

- Itclearly states that there will only be townhouses on the site - public

- Fdon’trecall this site saying it was going to be strictly residential — there were community
centres, etc... we would like to stay open to other uses on the site — Scott

- The previous meeting looked at policy framework — is there anything being brought
forward from that meeting?

- I'was hoping that the other night would have cleared up things so that we wouldn’t have to
discuss it this evening. — Scott

- Introductions around the table

- Nancy K. discussed and handed out the summary of the issues and concerns on the list
received from the public

-~ The concept of Building typology?

The:City That Makes A Difference
Page 24 0of 138



- Emergency access - how easy considering the congested area to get large fire trucks in
and other emergency vehicles — I know the area across from Harvard mall {Campus
Estates) area is attractive, but looking at any emergency vehicle going in, it needs to back
out

- Overall there was a lot of discussion about density, and people were talking about the
character of the streetscape (urban design)

- Agreement that the issues list was complete (all)

- Discussion about the site plan and use

- Ihave a concern about the process; 1 think that getting into a scenario where we cannot
revisit decisions is not conducive to a good outcome in the end. With reference to office
use this is a very big issue and we may not get past that - we would like to revisit that
issue since it is such a big issue.

- I'sense that the commercial is going to be a major concem so 1 do feel that we should start
with that

- I'have a serious reservation about the office use — the process about getting approval
seems weighted towards those who want to put it in. There needs to be a change made (in
the process) where the person who wants to put it in doesn’t have to justify why he should,
while the public needs to defend why it shouldn’t go in — (process change)

- I'don’t think its unfair — the person applying has to go through a very rigorous process and
there’s no guarantees that they will get support in the end - | agree that we should hear
from Dr. Friar as to why he wants to put his business in this building - we have seen
commercial and industrial buildings converted to residential and vice versa, so its not out
of the ordinary, but the applicant believes that this is a good use for this area -~ Scott

- Is the planning process itself going to require an argument from him to support his request
as to why he wants to put his business there? (asking for clarification in the process)

- Does require an official plan amendment and will undergo tests (undergoes scrutiny) — this
is not a major retail establishment, it’s still small scale. I’m still interested as to what are
the issues about the office that the neighbourhood has issues with (hours, noise, traffic,
design?) — Scott

- With respect to the education meeting last Tuesday and what you just reiterated — would it
level the playing field if the development team tested against each criterion that the city
uses — the person wanting to change should argue for each criterion. The development as
proposed falls short of all the points (from the PowerPoint). How do Friars and Krizsan
argue for the points?

- I'm not an expert in planning and design — but I would be happy to go through that with
the people I’ve hired — Dr. Friars

- I'think we can give the background as to why we feel this would be a good use for the
building and property and we can facilitate that with you

- The problem isn’t imagining a good use; the problem is using this site for that purpose
when it is not zoned for the purpose when a good commercial use is 100 metres away.
(Makes reference to Melissa’s walking community example) - then maybe it makes sense
to put it in the community - However, when there is commercial uses 100 metres away,
then why put this here when it does not comply with the OP?
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- Can you give us some examples of commercial developments within residential areas in
Guelph? (to Scott) Are we breaking new ground here?

- There have been buildings converted o commercial use, Post office on Victoria to
commercial. - Scott

- The CIP says that the site should be residences. The CIP speaks against what should be put
here ' ‘

- ACTION - successful residential to commercial and residential to mixed use, Scott to
prepare list and bring to next meeting

- This is not typical for this area, more typical for downtown. Major concerns for just
commercial

- My biggest problem is that this will become a domino effect — the houses between the site
and Edinburgh — so they could easily tumble into the commercial area. Concern about the
precedence setting, especially since the houses are rented out

- We should reassess the test of the criteria that would allow this
- Are there any larger drawings than 8x11?

- Let’s throw out the word “commercial” this is professional office uses - this will not be a
grocery store. It is office, not commercial. The building is an old schoolhouse that is in
good condition. The current floor layout makes it easier to convert to office than to
convert to residential. Dr. Friars also canvassed the neighbourhood and the nei ghbourhood
was supportive of this change. Additionally, for the past 70 years is that we have been
planning our cities with uses separate of one another which increases commute times and
enhances the reliability on the automobile. If people are given the opportunity to live
closer to their place of work — less pollution, shorter commute. The provincial government
1s promoting mixed land uses. — Tom K.

- Wedon’t want to see Guelph move down (o the 401, and we agree that intensification is
the way to go, but the zoning allows for personal establishments that moves away from
medical, architect and lawyers. This usage today may intend to be medical, but tomorrow
the use may not be.

- Perhaps we can limit the uses here —~ Tom

- It’s going to be zoned office/residential.

- We've reviewed the list that is in the zoning application and we have no intent to putin
personal service establishments, can we limit that? - Doug Friars

- Yes, we have specialized zoning — Scott

- (to Tom) - It is not uncommon to see a pharmacy attached to a medical office — what
guarantee can you give us that this will not happen?

- We do not want a pharmacy there — Doug Friars

- Ibelieve that the school is a centre hall plan and there are classrooms on either side - that
would be conducive to an office building. However, the plan sees access directly from the
street into each unit - and appears to look more like a strip mall - | see it more as an
industrial mall that would be more appropriate on the outskirts of the city. I am pro
intensification and reducing the use of cars, but I also see this site is conducive to car
travel (large parking lot) there is also a dumpster in front of the greenspace

- The parking. The city has a by-law requiring x parking spaces per sq. m. We
accommodated this by-law requirement. If that building today were to be developed as is
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(at 100% medical uses), the parking is deficient. There is also no desire to have overflow
parking onto Forest St, so we didn’t want to be in conflict with that - Nancy S

- Then, maybe the use is inappropriate with the site?

- Why are we all here if we can use specialized zoning then? It’s not as simple as zoning it
for x and then all is perfeci.

- Out of every meeting the neighbourhood has had, there are only 2 people who don’t mind
the use. There is the fear that we are opening the door to more commercial moving in.

- Ibelieve Dr. Friars in saying he will not allow any other use in there, but I don’t trust the
future. It’s not that hard once the OP has been changed to get other uses in there and
council may agree to a small shift that will open the door further and it will become more
progressive.

- We are here to deal with facts, not assumptions, so we should not assume the future.
Assume that we have all residential, then we should also assume that there will be absent
landlords, then we should assume that noisy students will then move in. With office, we
have quiet evenings and weekends, but if students move in then we have the opposite.

- Tthink you're argning in favour of the commercial, but really what we're getting is both
(mixed use), so there is always still the idea that students will move in,

- Building design and what they invite — this is being redesigned as a strip mall and not a
traditional olTice type format that will invite personal establishments with time. We need
to get beyond just the uses and move towards the desi gn

- Ifthe zoning change were to occur and it were to become a medical professional building
— if the building was sold, could changes be made to uses and zoning then?

- Residential could be sold — and the tenure may change (condo/rental/freehold) — Scott

- We purchased properties with the assumption that the site would remain institutional —
there is an aging population and the emergence of new families in the nei ghbourhood - is
there any way to explore or accommodate other institutional uses to accommodate these
demographics?

- I another institutional use would have purchased this site, {e.g. church), there would have
been no public input on it and they could have changed the site however they wanted to
(e.g. steeple, 2™ storey). — Scott

- Are there any policies that determine how older buildings should be used?

- The building could be demolished, but it is more economically feasible to retain the
building and renovate — Scott.

- It was found that no other institutions had the financial resources to renovate — Doug
Friars

- T'would like to help out with the developer to ensure that this site adds value to the
neighbourhood, but there are a lot of unknowns, e.g. bad tenants, traffic, noise. Have you
explored other thoughts if this does not go down the route you want this to go down?

- There were numerous other opportunities presented to us, but none (to me) would have
been desirable for the neighbourhood. There are not many places where a medical
prolessional can develop an office. We have looked at alternatives and we’ve asked our
professionals on the team to design towards the high end demographic for people who
cannot maintain their properties (aging population) — Doug Friars

- Weall want to help and want something good to happen on the site — there are a lot of
good core ideas, but there are a lot of issues that bother us about the site, and we cannot
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get past this commercial use. But we don’t want to blow this opportunity by getting stuck
on the commercial uses.

This group should be either supportive or unsupportive of the offices; I don’t think we
should be discussing the design of the offices.

Reusing the building is environmentally correct, but there is a possibility to make it into a
residential building to be live/work type units where the ground floor is commercial and
within those units there are stairs going to the 2™ floor (w/ loft) — condominium type idea
sold to business people and there is only 1 main access to the parking lot

Is everyone clear with what Daphne is saying? Nancy K to group

I don’t think the building as is, is suitable solely for residential use, I don’t think it would
be appealing, but there is the appeal for people to work out of their own home, There is
not a lot of the live/work arrangements available within Guelph.

So why don’t we create live/work units then?

Mrs. Cook is against making the school higher than it already is. She loses over % her
backyard to the shade from the building by 4:30 PM.

(response Lo Daphne live/work) Going down that road would still be zoned similar to what
is being proposed, but that would then preclude Dr. Friars and other medical units, Within
the area there are already offices (on Edinburgh) that are being il used, unattractive and
could be redeveloped to include other offices and remain within a 3 minute walk from the
neighbourhood. Additionally, if we are speaking about being environmentally sensitive, I
can be green by walking to Edinburgh.

If those pieces of land were available and were financially feasible, then that would be
great. We tried to create live/work units, but if you look at our desi gn there is an elevator
at the back that goes up to the units above. R1.B allows residential and medical to be
together — Doug Friars.

Every home that is R1.B could operate a home occupation, anyone in this room could run
their business out of their house (incl. Medical) depending on scale — Scott.

So this wouldn’t require a rezoning with what Daphne is proposing?

But this site is institutional so it would require a zone change either way — Scott

P've been listening to all the conversation that has occurred and 1 see that the focus is on the
office concern. The area that this office is within is a change area. If Dr. Friars purchased the
remaining properties between Edinburgh and the school site — would the nei ghbourhood
accept that? - Scott

The access would then be off the arterial road

The problem is then the fact that it is 100m away from Edinburgh then? I’ve been trying to
understand the dialogue and the issues for the council reports. - Scott

The depth of the site is also a concern (increased traffic). Backyards back onto the
property.

When we intensify on an infill situation, it will be an intrusion into the neighbourhood —
you cannot avoid that. We are even more concemned about the office use because we have
residential units on top and beside it, so we need to make it desirable to have people move
in to the residential units.

As residents, we have a sense of residential neighbourhood boundary which is about 50
feet from Edinburgh Road (sense of place). We just don’t want this development breaking
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apart our sense of neighbourhood. For myself, the weight of the risk of putting this into
someone else’s hands allows them to apply for a change in the use

- I'would make the opposite point; 1 see the res/office as being negative in terms that it may
attract undesirable tenants and owners to the area that would live in those types of units. If
the property is not designed in 2 way to attract hi gh end demographic then we run the risk
of attracting absentee tenants. The lack of greenspace, large expanses of parking would not
attract these high end residents.

- Twas involved in the CIP and we did not want commercial in the area and we hape you're
not taking advantage of the resources you put into that. We would like to see good quality
housing and perhaps the chance that we could stay in the neighbourhood when we cannot
maintain our homes (downsize)

- D'don’t think that people realized what the conversion to office/residential meant -

- Read the letier from Dr. Friars asking for the information to go forward to the QUNRA (to
Leanne Piper) read by Nancy from June 2005.

- lsn’t that letter considerably different from the proposal?

- The response letter [ received (do you folks have it?) — Doug Friars (read by Nancy)

- lattended that meeting (from the letter) and I’'m not sure where the list came from, it was
very general and people wanted more information about the proposal, but there was no list
identified at the meeting (of resident’s concerns). There was no endorsement of the
proposal from that meeting, but there was interest in considering it further. Additionally,
the planning department was concerned about a commercial development at this site. -
Lise

- I'purchased this property and people have approached me to develop this property for:
intense development, old age home and other less compatible uses in the neighbourhood.
Then Tom came to me and agreed it was a shame to tear down the school (places to grow,
mixed use principles, etc...) factored into the decision and they decided to intensify the
buildings (speaking about the history of the property from Dr. Friar’s experience) — Doug
Friars.

- The city didn’t twist your arm on this matter to redevelop the site as opposed to selling it
for more intense development?

- No - Doug Friars

- So, the city said you couldn’t rezone it when you purchased the property?

- No, we said that it would need an OP amendment. However, The city encouraged
intensification of the site (to develop on the greenspace) — Scott

- Discussion about OP/ZBL application processes/costs

- Responding to the correspondence of the letter (from Leanne), a subject at the AGM was
108 Forest Street. They mentioned medical clinic (maybe it was the incorrect term at the
time), Leanne however refers to medical practice, and it seems to me that there 15 a large
difference between clinics and practices, and the proposal we’re seeing today is difference
than what you were talking about before

- Nancy K. summarizes the discussion and reiterates the concerns of the neighbourhood
residents.
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I'think it's not just the precedence setting issue, the CIP was created to manage change and
did identify certain sites for change — but they were on arterial roads,

I think I’'ve heard people say that a certain type of residential use would be supported and
that the neighbourhood is expecting a redevelopment of the site, so would reducing the
scale of office make this proposal more acceptable? - Scott

No commercial at all - various '

You’re asking for us to compromise, but would Doug Friars be willing to compromise as
well?

There are some concerns about trees being saved on the site? If we save this tree, we're
deleting the flow on this site - Scott

Can we get architectural building plans to review?

Yes — Lloyd Grinham

Can we get existing and proposed drawings?

Nancy K reiterates that we are maxed out (in terms of participants) and that the meeting is not
open to the general public.

Are you the principal owner of the site? Or has it been subdivided?
Tom and I are co-owners — Doug Friars

We’ve had very successful developments in the past with meetings of less than 10 people
and there are people in the room that haven’t even spoken. And there are some members
of staff that didn’t even get a chance to speak this evening because we didn’t get a chance
to address that issue because of all the speakers in the room. — Scott {concern about
numbers of participants)

Nancy wraps up the evening and introduces the issues on the Tuesday meeting.

Concluded at 8:55PM.
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108 Forest Street - Facilitated Focus Group Meeting #2 June 12, 2007

Present:

Residents: John Campbell, Bernhard Hasselwander, Audrey Jamal, George Spence, Daphne
Wainman-Wood, Bruce Monkhouse, Dave Prior, Peter Gill, Nancy, Laura

Councillors: Lise Burcher, Leanne Piper

City Siaff: Nancy Kielar (facilitator), Melissa Castellan, Jason Downham (recorder), Julius Bodai
Applicant: Nancy Shoemaker, Chris Sims, Tom Krizsan, Doug Friars, Lloyd Grinham

7:05PM - Agenda, Meeting notes handed out, Introductions

7:10PM - John asking about the comment regarding the mixed use development re: Scolt’s
commient

- Melissa responds to the mixed use development support and reiterates the planning process

- Trying to distinguish between policy framework that forms the foundation of the decision
making and the planning department’s opinion on this application and the land use.

- There is no planning opinion on this land use at this point. We have had discussions that mixed
use is something that planning departments are supporting - Melissa

- Planning is supporting mixed use with office?

- Mixed Use - Melissa

- Is it mixed use within an area, or mixed use within a site? Within a walkable distance there are
multiple of uses that would classify as mixed use?

- In this case, it is both instances ~ infill and it is an appropriate use. We are looking as to how
this school site can be used in the future - Melissa

- It’s really important to understand where the policy framework applies to the site. Originally the
site was deemed to be internal and not a part of an arterial road. There are other sites in the
neighbourhood on arterial roads that were considered lor intensification. If there has been a
change in that decision/opinion, we need to know.

- This area is designated General Residential and does need an OP amendment. General
Residential does permit institutional uses (and other uses. .. etc.. .) - reiterates that convenience
commercial is allowable, but the uses proposed are not - so an OP amendment would be
required. The public must move forward off this issue so we can continue on other issues —
Melissa

- Continues concerns with mixed OR

- Nancy K reiterates and surnmarizes John’s and the public’s views and attempts to move off the
‘use’ issue.

- #3 from meeting notes, I do think we spent 2 hours talking about our objection to the
commercial development. Have a list of the reasons why we objected to it.

- Nancy K reiterates that all comments are recorded and will be considered.

- The notes refer to the fact that the issues were going to be reiterated, and these notes do not
reflect all the conversation and we would like to see that

- Any questions that would help us move forward? — Nancy K
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- Questions were asked referring to the policy meeting and that applications must be meet certain
policy framework requirements.

- Melissa states that the OP amendment tests were handed out and presented

- We know that it was handed out, but we’d like to ask the applicant how the site meets the
criteria for an OP amendment

- 1 gather that there’s a difference in interpretation from the planning point of view to the public’s
point of.view. From my point of view in going through the Provincial Guidelines, this project
falls short on just about every test. This is why [ asked last week that they answer to these
specifics. Our 1ssue was commercial but we’re still not getting answers to the various categories
from the handout you gave that supposedly reflects the provincial stance on it

- Is this something that we can do by going through the site plan? — Nancy K

- No

- Can we go through the site plan?

- Its more of a land use consideration

- Outline how the applications meet the tests for the next meeting — Nancy K

- Melissa seems biased; you’re siding with them to present their position. There’s a real feeling
here that the city’s promoting the development as it’s presented and yet everyone’s in objection.

- The purpose of these meeting 1s not to find a middie road, but more to voice everyone’s
opinions; otherwise the planning staff will not be able to put a report together to council if we
cannot move off these issues — Nancy K

- It would be helpful if the applicants can respond to us today if they’re ready

- we responded to some of the issues last week, but I did not understand we were to do that today.
I do not have the OP in front of me. — Nancy Shoemaker

- Nancy S 1s handed the OP by Melissa

- I'think we have to step back a little bit. Places to Grow 1s clear the direction that they want cities
to go. They’re so clear to say that where OPs and Places to Grow show differences, Places to
Grow shall take precedence. Places to Grow promotes compact communities and this cannot
happen if there are not intermixed uses that is the direction of the province - Tom

- That’s why we have local government, so we can voice our opinions

- It does not talk much about mixed use

- Yes it does — Tom

- It talks about compact communities

- I agree with Tom, but still, one has to think about where that is going and must be appropriate
for the site. [ think these maps are very interesting.

- 1 can walk 30 seconds from my house and I'm in a mixed use neighbourhood. 1 can get every
service | want in my neighbourhood

- Where is a doctor’s office in this neighbourhood?

- College/Gordon

- Nancy, are you in a position to address those tests? Do we need to defer? - Nancy K

- I can go through in terms of a) - intensification/mixed use b) reuse of buildings c) the suiability
of the site — is based on the Tact that there is a school on the site and used in an effective way.
Daphne, you said that this building is not a good candidate for residential conversion. — Nancy

- No, [ disagree; | think it can be converted quite easily. | proposed Home/Office occupation —
Daphne
- If I were working with a blank canvas, | may reconsider what I think about this project and | do
take Places to Grow and provincial direction into account when considering sites. | can relate this
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site to the Edinburgh node and say that it is a good fit with that node. It is compatible with
existing land uses — Residential to the east/west/south. We are proposing residential adjacent to
the residential. The commercial is central to the site and should not impact the residential to the
east. There are many instances in the city where offices are immediately adjacent to residential. [
don’t see the incompatibility with doctor’s offices. Traffic will be reduced based on the proposed
uses. | think it is compatible with adjacent uses. This is very much in target with the growth plan
set out for this area. We're dealing with a very unique situation and what is a good use for an old
school building. There are professionals that are looking for offices that cannot find them right
now; there are not an abundance of sites elsewhere. Sewer water and solid waste can be
accommodated. Transportation study shows it can be accommodated. Community Facilities will
put a lot more emphasis on facility. There are no natural features on the site (aside from the Elm
tree). We have not been required to provide a financial analysis — upgrades to the facility are the
developer’s responsibility. I do not have the Places to Grow document with me, but | feel we are
complying. — Nancy S.

- I don’t see any mixed use in the Places to Grow

- There is the Act and the GGHGP

- | attended the information meeting and thought Daphne was the exact opposite and thought she
was going to suggest other uses for the building. | looked at the plans today and it looks to me
almost a replication of the second floor from the first floor. So how can the building not be
entirely used for residential? I do not understand. Why can it not be used strictly for residential?

- Its not that it’s not feasible for residential, but the owner wants to make it mixed? - Nancy

- 1 just want to object to one thing that Nancy said — none of the adjacent neighbours would be
impacted. Adjacent sites will be negatively impacted. These will be dwarfed by this development.
I think that some of the neighbours will be impacted

- The neighbour to the east — the building is existing, and we will not be changing the bottom floor
and access will be internal on the site. The parking - there 1s opportunity to provide screening and
buffering so it will not be visible. Privacy fencing/screened planting will hide the development.
Also, the only time this will be used 1s during the day when most people are not at home — so the
parking lot will likely be empty in the evening— Nancy S.

- To Nancy, Privacy fences are 6 feet high, right? You’re going to build a 35 foot privacy fence?
Her house will be dwarfed (the house south). But to say the building won’t affect the neighbours
is wrong by adding another storey.

- | think that the proximity to Edinburgh and the node, that most of the residents feel there is a
difference between 108 Forest Street and Edinburgh Road. 1t may only be 6 houses, but it seems
like a much greater distance than the City is making it sound. We take issue with the Forest Street
site being lumped into the Edinburgh Node. - Edinburgh has many opportunities for further
development. Also, the third storey on building is incompatible with the surrounding buildings

- When the city created the zoning by-law, the city determined what was compatible. It says that 1,
2, 3 storey homes are compatible. Therefore a bungalow and 3 storey home are compatible use
beside each other. What we are proposing is in complete conformity with the zoning by-law —
Nancy S

- That may be the case, but it [ were living on Dean, and [ had a 3 storey house backing onto my
property I would ook for something to hide 1t

- Is a condo the same as a house? I could tear down my house and build a 3 storey condo on my
property?
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- If 1it’s more than 3 units you would need a zoning by-law amendment. They are both residential
uses. You can have an accessory apartment in your house but not 3 units. —Melissa

- For the record, a 3 storey condo is the same as a 3 storey house?

- No, you need a zoning amendment for 3 units; both are residential uses — Melissa

- The school could probably be used entirely for residential. I would say though that we’ve gone
further than we normally do to make the two different uses co-exist. There are very few windows:
the huilding lends itself very well to family practice medicine. So, we started out with medical
practices. Ground level residential is problematic - day lighting and privacy issues. Subdividing
the building into residential use (based on dimensions) would be 1600-2000 sq. ft with lousy
windows, or you can subdivide the units and add a load bearing wall. Looking at the building and
what it lends itself to with the least amount of work - this application is a classic example of an
adaptive reuse. The original walls are also all load bearing, so adding more windows would
require more load bearing walls. We’re focusing the outdoor activity away from the existing
residential with this application. - Lloyd

- At the last meeting it was clear that commercial was the biggest impediment to move towards a
win-win eutcome. When you first started looking at the project, commercial was the primary goal.
Since the last meeting, has the group met or re-evaluated that position at all? Or is that proposal
the only interest that your group has for the site? Wiggle Room?

- It came up last week that there was a willingness to limit the uses to only medical practices based
on zoning. It is not economically feasible for someone to come in and rip out the existing building
for retail in the future. — Chris

- Nancy reilerates the specialized zoning from last week

- Il you haven’t met as a group to remove the commercial component, will you do that?

- We have agreed to limit the use to the medical offices. We’ve spent a lot of money on this
proposal and feel that it is compatible. — Doug

- Responding to the discussion converting the building to residential. Live/work is done in all sorts
of buildings all over Ontario. I live/work in my own home and | find it difficult to locate a home
that allows for this type of use and still have outdoor space at the end of the building,

- Part of what we hope happens is just that. That some of the residents above are the medical
practitioner below. Nothing precludes this from happening besides the workspace to living area
ratios. - Lloyd

- Not too many people want to live in a parking lot however; there is so much parking lot. 1 cannot
see it being a desirable environment for the types of people you want to move in to the building.

- Has it been determined that commercial is negotiable?

- Last week at the meeting, there were a lot of concerns about the zoning and we were prepared to
limit the zoning. - Doug

- If you’re giving us a take it or leave it stance on the commercial issue, then we ask that you allow
us to express our concerns. Why does the residential use even exist on the upper floor? It would
reduce the amount of pavement and increase the amount of greenspace if it were all commercial
then? I don’t feel like I want to listen to cars, and see a sea of pavement. Some people have the
buffer from Edinburgh Road along Forest Street, but you’re imposing that type of environment in
on the community. I feel that the city doesn’t respect our opinions. Ultimately, is there something
you can bring back to us that might be more appealing to the residents? If your intentions are
sincere, then there should be some wiggle room

- Nancy K reiterates that there is no stance by the planning department on this development yet.
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- Re: the parking lot. If you leok at the Church parking lot, how have those residents survived that?
We would like to minimize the parking, we’d like to do as much landscaping as possible to buffer
the neighbours ~ it would enhance our site. We’d like to perhaps even share the parking with the
church and use theirs as well — to reduce the level of parking. 1 feel there is wiggle room when it
comes to the parking - Tom

- Melissa reads examples in Guelph of similar zone changes within the city (hand out prepared by
Scott H). Reiterated that these all needed an OP and zoning amendment to take effect.

- None of these are even close to what we’re talking about - these are commercial to commercial.

- These are examples of commercial within residential neighbourhoods — Melissa

- What ! think was the request — are things that have gone from a similar existing use to a similar
proposal on a non-arterial road. Also, more recent examples.

- This 1s the Tist that Scott put together based on what you asked — Melissa

- You will probably not find another example of something like this. That’s why it’s an OP
amendment, it is unique. 80 Waterloo Ave is very similar (church to mental health clinic). St
Patrick’s ward — allowing business uses within the residential areas - implementing Mixed Use.
Funeral Home in residential area as well. — Melissa

- This group of residents want a great infill in their backyard, but what we are looking at does not
really take the neighbourhood context into play. 1 can also think of several other offices that are
vacant around the city. What is process from here if we leave this at the same impasse as last
week? How can we have a more participatory process to hear about what will happen on the site?
In order to sell the residential, you’re going to have to deal with the commercial — I don’t see that
working.

- After we share the site plans, we can record comments so staff can write a report based on your
concerns, We understand you’'re concerned about commercial — but what are your other thoughts?
- Nancy K.

- Are the medical office really for the benefit of the community only?

- No, it’s for the benefit of the city — Nancy

- What happens if we don’t reach a decision?

- Tt will all be forwarded in a report to council — Nancy K

- Melissa reiterates the planning application process

- Re: medical — 40% of the building. How many doctors would that be?

- hard to know exactly, but a couple of family physicians could lease one of the smaller units. It
depends on the practice, and very few are in the office 5 days a week. — Doug

- For the record, there are a few that are similar to this situation, but none are on local roads?

- Italian Canadian Club — Melissa

- L don’t agree with that example

- Melissa reiterates that this list 1s all commercial within a residential neighbourhood

- If St. Paul’s school was already a factory, then closed and then this proposal came up, we
wouldn’t be having this 1ssue

- In all fairness to the list — Places to Grow is new, and mixed uses is very new, so you will not
likely have a lot of examples that have happened in the last year. - Tom

- We do not really agree that these compare (list) to this situation

- 40/60 ratio — medical versus other professional ~ how does this determine parking spaces? It

seems enormous amounts of parking to me. Do you actually achieve the parking requirements set
out by the ZBL?
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- Yes, and we are higher on the residential, and 1 believe that most homes have 2 cars so we
provided more in the residential. We’ve found that parking for apartments is not sufficient where
the by-law asks for 1.25 spaces per unit. We’ve provided 2 spaces for each unit. — Nancy S

8:30PM

- Presentation by Chris introducing the site plans

- An issue was raised about fire access

- Chris responded and addressed that it meets all codes

- Location for the dumpster was an issue

- Chris responded to them

- Could you show us what 1s greenspace on there?

- Why would you need a dumpster for the residential?

- The presumption that I’m going to make 1s that we need internal garbage storage. The city will go
into a site where they can fit, but they will not back up. — Chris

- Can anyone tell me what the setbacks are for the commercial and residential?

- Answered by Nancy S. Responded to setback regarding distance to windows of habitable rooms,
and have asked for exemption to these rules — Nancy S.

- We are impacted by the one yard, you’re asking for 3 metres from the property line -

- 1am impacted

- Yes, we are asking for a variance for your yard (referring to Edinburgh Rd properties— Nancy S.

- My property 1s not met in terms of being far enough back when you look at it from a kitty corner

- I don’t understand why those are being called townhouses

- There are cluster townhouses, and there are also stacked townhouses — Melissa

- These look like apartments. These drawings however, are missing a 3 storey balcony ~

- Daphne is correct ~ Chris

- Are balconies on the corners of every building?

- Yes, on the corner of every building — Chris

- The elevations show a roofed porch projecting in front of the garage doors that is not shown on the
plan. This makes it more built area on the site.

- I think we’re getting into too much detail before we come (o a consensus.

- We do not agree to the plans simply by looking at them and commenting on them

- The buildings are bigger than are shown.

To Lloyd — there are lot of doors on the back of the building (school). Are there any primary
entrances on that 3m wide strip of land between the neighbour to the east.

- Yes there are, for the residential units — Lloyd

- Can you give me any precedence in Guelph where this would occur?

- 1 think the ones on Gordon Street by Kortright work like that. It is unorthodox. — Lioyd

- how does this speak to the quality of the development of the site as a whole?

- Clartfication provided.

- The setbacks wouldn’t be sufficient if it was residential on the bottom floor, but it’s ok if
residential is on the third floor?

- No, those are side yards you’re speaking of — Nancy S.

- Melissa reiterates that the front yard is the shortest side of the street. The long Iength is the side
yard of the property.

- How is that a side yard when that’s the wall with all the windows?

- Is it my understanding that the side yard meets the requirements at the existing height? But will it
meet the requirements at the proposed height?
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- Melissa responds and states that they’'re exceeding the ZBL

- 7.5m for habitable rooms? The east elevation is habitable rooms w/ windows?

- That only applies to the townhouses — Nancy S.

- Parking Garage — how can you make that look decent? It looks like a parking garage, it’s the
closest thing to Forest Street

- Elevations are shown to illustrate what will face Forest Street.

- We've presented a flat facade facing Forest rather than 6 garapge doors — Lloyd

- We're being told that this has a second storey addition in planning documentation — this might be
a misnomer?

- It’s a storey with a loft — Melissa

- It’s the same height from the eave to the ceiling height of the second storey, how is this not 3
storeys? (Inconsistencies in planning documentation referring to this project as a 1 % storey; 2
storey addition; and 3 storey building)

- These are not in the plans at the planning department

- There are common language and there are technical language of the zoning by-law - Melissa

- There are no floor plans for the third storey

- Call it three storeys then — Tom

- There are no floor plan requirements for a zoning amendment — Melissa

- Bruce for Ms. Cook — this will be a “30 foot spike fence” — this will put a shadow on her property
at 4PM.

- We did some shadow studies ~ Tom

- Shadow studies were presented and reiterated that they are based on current building heights

- If there were no changes of the plans as of what is presented, that shadow would grow by about
double. That shadow would extend across the pool at 6PM (from June 1), We will not be putting
that entire site in shadow — Lloyd

- About % the pool and house would be in shadow around 5PM and in winter time, those shadows
will grow

- All buildings are in shadow in the winter. — Lloyd

- Ms. Cook is not in shadow currently

- I can likely suspect that she is in shadow in the winter ~ Lloyd

- Grading Plan was shown at 9:10PM

- Chris reiterated that Nancy S. has been making moves to protect the Elm Tree. Reiterated that
sewer was adequate and storm water management will be taken care of. Grading issues from the
site to the church.

- This will affect backyards as well as the church (reference to Dean Ave properties)

- According to the contours, the problems to the residential backyards is coming from the church —
Chris

- Concerning the parking lots, they’re awful close to the fence line; 1 doubt any contractor will haul
the snow up the hill, by nature he will lump in up against the property edge. Since we use salt
here, salt will likely accumulate in these snow dumps and leach into our backyards - killing
vegetation. Can we remove some parking and utilize it for snow storage?

- Guelph i1s ahead of the game when it comes to salt use - we have been using alternatives and we
will be open to looking at altemmatives to snow storage, however this is the first submission and
there will be conditions that will have to be met — Chris
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- On the elevation, | couldn’t figure ont what the unit numbers are on the topographic lines? (metres
- Chris). So on the plan then there is an elevation difference of nearly 2m on the site. This would
redirect water towards the well and towards our backyards?

- This has not been reviewed by the city so we have not received comments. There is also a
retaining wall on that corner so it will force drainage elsewhere (as we see today on these plans).
(Chris points out where the wall runs). Chris reiterates that the wall runs about 3-5 metres along
the rear property line of Dave’s property — Chris

- What happens with the grade change and water drainage

- Chris points out that the water will flow east along the site

- 1 consider this grade elevation to put this structure at four storeys now - the ground storey is 2
metres higher than present state — you’re creating a dam at the back of our yards with this berm. 1
don’t see why we need this grade change?

- I’ll need to come back Lo you about that next week - Chris

- The properties to the northwest drains to the site — so we have to deal with that. Chris also
reiterates that a swale will take the water from the properties to the west — Chris

- There is also a well 50 feet from the property, they're mandated to test it everyday — why do they
need to test it if there are no concerns for contamination. So if there are any changes to the flow of
water — we would like to know how it will affect the water quality

- We will not direct the water towards the well - and this well is not under the influence of surface
water — Chris

- Could we revisit this question at the next meeting? (re: prading/drainage)

- Could we show grade differences staggered along the property boundaries for the next meeting?

- Chris shows a drawing to illustrate that.

- I know the drawings are 1 dimensional and leads to more questions — would it be possible to have
a walk through of the site with the focus group — and it be explained on site.

- Produce 3D models (several members of the public).

- A walk through would be tricky — Lloyd

- Daphne agrees that a walkthrough would be confusing, but there should be a 3D model generated.

- Maybe even getting photographs and mass in the buildings using photoshop to illustrate? The
grade changes are confusing from this perspective

- Screening/Privacy issues — 1 did not know about the grade change

- Start off by seeing if there are visuals to show general perspectives? The Applicant agrees
- Lise and Leanne are booked next Wednesday June 20th from 7PM and have asked that the
meeting be moved earlier. (SPM — 7PM) No general concern from anyone.

*#+*5PM Start for Wednesday June 20" — pending availability of the Committee Room C.

Concluded 9:35PM.
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108 Forest Street - Facilitated Focus Group Meeting #3 June 20, 2007

Present:

Residents: John Campbell, Bernhard Hasselwander, Audrey Jamal, George Spence, Daphne
Wainman-Wood, Bill Andrews, Bruce Monkhouse, Jack Barr, Laura Maxie, Sarah Lowe, Mark
Bailey, Tanis Comrie, Nancy, Dave

Councillors: Lise Burcher, Leanne Piper

City Staff: Nancy Kielar (facilitator), Melissa Castellan, Scott Hannah, Jason Downham
(recorder)

Applicani: Nancy Shoemaker, Chris Sims, Tom Krizsan, Doug Friars, Lloyd Grinham

5:05PM - Introductions

- Re: last week’s minutes. Summarized the sheet handed out by John Campbell.

- We noticed that there are some omissions that were not recorded in the minutes

- Nancy reiterated that the notes were for planning purposes to produce the report for council.
Notes handed out are a summary of the actions and decisions of the meetings, not the full
discussion

- It was stated that there should be access to the full set of notes

Is there difficulty in sharing those notes?

I have issue with the minutes where Chris explained the storm water

If there is anything that was not expressed in the minutes, can they be added to the notes?

The notes will be forwarded electronically to everyone. Any responses will then be forwarded
to John Campbell who will forward them on to Melissa and they will be included in the file.

- We don’t feel that the notes that were passed out were representative of the meeting or
comments that were made '

- The roll of the planning department (re: accuracies/inaccuracies in the application) — who is the
person that reviews the accuracy of the proposals?

- Melissa responds stating that it is the responsibility of the planning department

- 'm trying to sort through this stuff regarding these numbers (site statistics) whether they are
accurate (reference to the number of storeys were inaccurately recorded). I would like to talk
about them in front of my neighbours. Additionally, the adjacent properties are downgrade to the
site, where the elevations state that the subject property is downgrade

- T'had concerns about the grading at the back of the property, so I would like to spend some time
on that issue. Regarding the height? Has the grading changed, (the 2 metres) and whether that
meets the requirements of height in the neighbourhood.

- The height of the school, we were shown the shadows as they exist. | would like to discuss that.
It places a property in darkness.

- May we have the site plan presented to us in full detail and go around the site with descriptions
on existing grades, where it will change and where water will flow. Additionally, any changes to
the buildings, access. This will help us move forward

- I'think the suggestion is good. After listening to the neighbours, we met and made changes to
the site plan to address the concerns. It would be appropriate to discuss those changes related to
height, shades, grades, etc. - Tom
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We will look at the site and then prioritize how the meeting agenda will be formed ~ Nancy K
Does the height of the building count from existing grade, or the new grade?

The height is measured in storeys; it is not measured in metres for zoning regulations — Melissa
How do you determine setbacks from the property line then?

- This application has asked for a specific setback, not 14 the building height. This will be
reviewed by staff. — Melissa

- Building height is measured from your finished grade. Where you run into a problem is for
example a walk-out lot where a building has different elevations from the front to the back — you
use an average. The height depends on the type of roof, generally % the roof pitch. — Scott

- The 5.3m is suggested to be appropriate as a setback. This is insufficient. The setbacks they are
asking for are really conservative. Without having a floor plan, [ don’t know how we’re supposed
to see which windows are where. 1 wasn’t sure which elevation would be viewed from my
property. If they’re trying to suggest this is an upscale property — they should be meeting or
exceeding the standards, not asking for reductions. This creates more severe drainage issues in my
opinions.

5:30PM - Site Plan Changes Reviewed on monitor

- Will there be handout of this revised site plan?

- There are a few hardcopies to go around, but not enough for everyone ~ Lloyd agreed to have
email them out to Melissa and Daphne

- Site Plans, shadow studies were handed out

- John and Daphne have the hardcopies of the Site Plans and PDFs will be emailed out — Nancy
K explained

Nancy S begins talk about the site plan:

- The major revisions include: The stacked townhouses are reoriented to allow for preservation
of the elm tree, Parkette around elm tree. Townhouses are oriented facing each other. An arborist
agrees saving the tree is possible with this design. Previously, we had visitor parking in the
internal courtyard — this has been eliminated. The townhouse units allow for 2 spaces per unit in a
garage and 2 in the driveway and overall there is more parking than is required. The parking
requirements by the users (office and residential) would not occur at the same time so visitor
overflow could be accommodated on the office side. The site will work with the city’s disposal
system so the garbage dumpster has been eliminated for the townhouse. This allowed a building
to be moved further from the site boundary. The covered porches have now been shown on the
plan. The variances we are asking for: variance to no windows with habitable room within 7.5
metres of a lot line will be asked for — the most severe 1s 3 metres from the lot line. Offices:
Parking area that is adjacent to the homes on Dean has been reduced with 6 spaces eliminated and
the setback has been increased to approximately 6m to allow for greater buffer. The parking has
been reduced for the overall site. The medical offices cannot comprise more than 471m? with the
remaining space being professional offices and parking regulations will still be OK. There has
also been a redesign of the school building that Lloyd can speak about. Are there questions? -
Nancy S

- Looking at Building 2 — this is a huge hill - there will need to be a large retaining wall there to
hold back the soil
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- Re: the windows/habitable rooms — where does this occur? Where does it face a neighbour’s
building?

- Nancy S indicated where on the site plan - side walls have windows so it is required for side
yards on Edinburgh and Forest.

- The only place where there’s a problem I think — is in your buildings where the exemptions will
be made and its’ only our two properties that will be impacted (referring to Edinburgh Rd
properties)

- No, there are also some buildings on Forest Street. Building 2 has a major setback, the other
building is 5.1m. These also have windows to habitable rooms requiring 7.5m. l is a fairly
excessive requirement — Nancy S

- I disagree, when you have neighbours staring into your windows. These other buildings do not
comply either - according to your scales, concern about overlooking yards

- The only units requiring the variance would be building 3 on the side yard adjacent to
Edinburgh Rd property, and building 2 on the side yards. — Nancy S

- It seems like everyone has a concern with your plan, and mine is the setback issues to my
property. My calculation 1s that you need to be 6.5m from the property line. The rear of the
building does not meet the setback requirements either.

- If these were traditional townhouses, what would the ramifications be regarding the setbacks?
- It would be the same regulations — Melissa

5:40PM - Grading Plans Reviewed

- Ican send you the full sized versions of these drawings. Elevation has been lowered to take
sanitary connection out of basement. To lower the site more, 1 would need input from the
Engineering Department. We would need to pump the site otherwise and the city had concemns
about that. We’ve done a series of cross sections on this site to represent change in elevations.
(Reviewed where the cross sections were located). The optometry clinic — what is happening with
that slope? We have to maintain a certain gradient on the site — and we’re not actually cutting out
of that slope we're filling in — Chris

- Its difficult to read the numbers on these plans — are the units in metres (on the cross sections).
Could you also indicate what the grade changes are surrounding the site?

Units are in metres **Could not hear Chris’ response**

- Existing ground at D at the property line is an elevation of about 326, at the front of the house is
an elevation of 323 — a difference of 3m at that point. Further out in the site, the 323m remains
constant and then drops to a 322m elevation on the far side of the school building — basically in
the parking lot — Chris

- What buildings are we looking at here?

Section D — runs through buildings 1 and 2 plus the school building — Chris

Is there a building missing on this site?

There is a building missing

I don’t see how any of those apply to my property? (Dave)

I do not have a cross section; there will be a wall at your property - Chris

Its hard to understand if you don’t show me the cross-section of the property and the impact of
the property on neighbour’s properties — my neighbours properties will now start channeling
water into my property. - Dave

- Part of your neighbour’s properties already drain into your property — Chris

i
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- That’s not what your plans say that you’ve submitted ~ and currently they drain into the school.
I don’t know how you can expect me to be satisfied with the grading when you don’t provide
accurate drawings and I'm the most impacted - Dave

- Can you go through the perimeter of the plan and discuss the changes?

- The moved building is now even higher — the elevations are useless unless the building that has
been moved is on these elevation drawings. '

- Could Chris explain the grade change on each lot?

- We don’t have cross sections that reflect the new changes, is that correct?

- These would be accurate unless my people messed up

- However there is a building missing on these drawings?

- [ apologize for not providing accurate drawings- Chris

- Are these plans the same the same as last week, or are there changes?

- No, there are some changes that are missing — Chris

- Chris will give the new elevations to Melissa

- Is the grade incorrect?

- No, the grade is correct, but the residents need all the buildings to be on there to see the proper
perspective to view the relative heights — Chris

- Would this be an appropriate time to request an additional meeting? I feel it would be useful for
the residents to absorb the information and then we could have another go around on the other
sections,

- A date will nced to be chosen that meets most people’s schedules and information will be
provided - Nancy K

- If another meeting is being held, can it be on a Wednesday at this time?

- We will respond based on stafl"s availability — Nancy K

Action: Chris will send updated plans to Melissa and she will provide them to the group.

- If we could, can we talk about the shadow study for my neighbour before I leave. She’s going to
be in darkness for 3 months (Bruce)

- Look at existing building December - they are pretty dark. There’s no geiting around it in
December. An additional storey will not affect it that much. The shadow will likely come up into
her window; however, currently the shadows come up across her wall. Existing at 3pm — the
shadow line crosses the property now. The sun sets at 4:30 in December. I’m not trying to
diminish this. We’re adding 12 Feet to the building. Currently we have a peaked roof — we could
make the roof flat, but then you're looking at a building with a flat roof. If a conventional single
detached house were to be built here, the shadow would be way higher, because the setbacks
would be much less. — Lloyd

- Nancy K reiterates that Bruce is on record as being opposed

The shadows indicate the length on the ground, not up the wall, right?

Correct, this is difficult to describe and represent on a 2D plan. — Lloyd

You don’t have dimensions and heights on the section on page 5 (?)

I can roughly tell you that the total height to the eave. Most of the December shadows are cast
by the eave — at 22 feet high at grade (existing). The sloped roof has now also come down to the
top of the 2™ floor instead of having a 4 addition and adding a sloped roof. - Lloyd

Perimeter Discussion regarding grading at adjacent properties.
- Changes in height of elevation will be described at each property. Through the upper “west” (as
per site plan) boundary, we are bringing the site up on average about 1 metre. Then we will grade
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upwards towards the buildings that will be raised up to 2- 2 12 metres. The grade will be increased
approximately I metre at the property line, towards the school its 1~ 1 %4 metres (at “southwest™).
- Can you give us the elevations?

- I'will provide those to you — Chris

- Could you explain how you handle these grade changes?

- It will be managed by the walls of the buildings in the front. Towards the back, a swale will be
dug to capture the water. Where the cedar hedges are the grades will not be touched — Chris

- When you do the revision to the plans, do a large drawing showing the existing and proposed
grade changes. 1 know that there are no changes at the property lines, but perhaps the residents do
not. — Scott

- We will provide those to everyone - Chris

- The comer “southwest” how does that relate to the existing school playground?

- This will go up about 4 feet (southwest) so this will be up about 2 or 3 feet above the
playground. — Chris

- Are the parking spaces there still abutting the playground?

Yes, but not as many — Chris

There will also be a retaining wall that needs to be built there (approx 4 feet) — Chris

Some fencing will be placed along the church to screen on top of the retaining wall — Nancy S
Code requires that 1 place a fence or railing on top of the wall. — Chris

Could we see a wall, or something that will block fumes from the vehicles in the parking lots?
Inquiry about buffering

So, you have the wall, 1.5m then parking?

- Yes — Nancy S

- Explanation that buffer strip is required between OR Zone and Church, need to determine what
this will be - Melissa

- Looking at this it looks horrendous, and these fine details help us to visualize the changes to the
site. 1.5 metres is extraordinarily close to the property lines

- Does the church know how close their parking spaces are to the lot line? - Scott

- There’s probably about 8§ to 10 feet perhaps?

- There are no changes along the “southeast™ corner. There is a slope up towards the “northeast”
corner of the site that needs to be brought up to match the elevation of the site. Back in through
the “north” end, there will be a slope that drains into the site (0.5 — 1.5 metres). On the internal
site we will have fill that goes in. — Chris

- When you do the cut and fill - will it come from the property?

- 'm going to try, il not, we will use very similar fill to that which exists on the property. — Chris
- Have you done the cut and fill proposal yet?

- No, not yet, it’s not something we usunally do until we get closer to the finalizing the site plan. 1
have not heard back from the city yet (engineering/planning). This process is dynamic that keeps
changing until enough information is gathered to produce a report for council — Chris

- Irequest that because this is an infill project, I feel that this be available for comment before it
goes to zone change. Could we also receive a Landscaping Plan at time of Zone Change approval
as well?

- Did | understand correctly that in the middle of the site you will be increasing the grade by 2
metres?

- There is a dip in the property at the center that will need to be brought up in relation to
providing scrvices to the property. We will otherwise need pumping services that the City has
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concerns about. The current elevation is 324m, we will bring it to 325, but other portions of the
site are lower, and the filling gets deeper in the back of the site — Chris

- There is a wall at the “north” that is 0.5 metre, to 4 feet high back down to 1 fool. We need to
ensure that drainage 1s captured — Chris

- Concerns were about a contour line that falls at a corner of a property on one plan and in the
centre of a property on another plan. Dave iterates the inaccuracies of the contour information

- Chris asks for permission to take more contour shots of Dave’s property and it is given by
Dave. '

- If the building was setback as required in the standards, would a retaining wall be required?

- Is your issue you don’t want any water going across neighbour property lines? - Scott

- Yes

- The variance is for building 3 — where we’re asking for a 3 metre setback. The other building is
more than 7.5 metres from your area. The variance is on the other side that has nothing to do with
the retaining wall. — Nancy

- 1t’s clearly the reason you need a retaining wall is because it’s encroaching on property lines

- The proposed retaining wall would not be required if the setbacks abided by the regulations set
out by the city

- Does the grading for the parking necessitate a retaining wall? - Melissa

- The wall that Tuns east/west doesn’t really impact water drainage. It’s the wall that runs
north/south that will dam water

- I'm willing to listen to a solution

- In order to eliminate the impacts, rather than extending the buffer zone, why not grade their
properties (on Edinburgh Rd) to the same level?

- I'don’t have a problem with that, but there is a water well there and I don’t know if that would
impact drainage and it would affect drainage along Dean

- The section of the retaining wall is across the “bottom” or “‘back” of the lot, am I correct? —~
Nancy K.

- At most the wall will go 3 or 4 feet across my property, but I have a problem with the drainage
from the optometrist’s lot going onto my (Dave) property

- 1t 1s a standard condition that this development cannot put water onto other properties and it will
be reviewed. Water from this site will be contained on this site. — Melissa

- The tree, how does the grading affect the tree?

- My understanding is that we can work the tree in without grading around it (through Lloyds
work with the arborist) — Chris

- The tree on the side lot line is toast?

- That’s the amenity area, nothing will happen here, it is existing grading — Chris

- That tree is actually in poor health, it may need (o be removed because it is diseased. The other
tree is robust according to arborist — Lloyd

- A few things we changed at the existing building level — these are the newly introduced
stairs/elevators into the building (stair access for first 3 residential units is from within the parking
garage). Moved access doors from the east side to the west side because of concerns of access into
the building. I think the majority of the time; residents would go from the parking garage to the
internal staircase. We haven’t relocated the other staircases to the other side. A shallow retaining
wall will be placed along the building wall facing the pool on the plan to address the existing
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slope in the side yard and allow for planting space. There are a lot of internal changes to the floor
plans — the 2" level with the decks on the west side does not look out to the houses. The living
spaces are pulled back a bit from the lower level (open loft area reduced to pull building back).
The retaining wall will only be 500 or 600 mm, to allow for more plantings and allow for more
privacy. (Demonstrated the existing roof level and showed that the upper levels are much lower in
height than the lower floor). Landscaped arbour proposed for side yard for privacy. Shadow
impact reduced through roof line change.

- That dashed line indicates where a two storey home would go if one were to be constructed on
the site - Scott

-Yes

- Lowering the roof reduces living space, trying to keep similar to other buildings proposed on the
site

- West/East Elevations were demonstrated. The wall is reduced by 1/3™ but you will see more
roof. There is some moving that can be done to reduce the roof, but the “3™ storey” living space
will be greatly affected. The Forest Side: We’ve mixed the materials, more stucco, less brick to
break up the look. A number of windows will be introduced in the gym ~ the existing roof will
remain the same over the gym. The south end of the building provides walk out amenity space for
2 units. — Lloyd

- Can we gel a diagram showing a composite shadow on one page?

- In the lower drawing you mentioned changes? Is it the roof pitch? Is it the number of windows
in the gym?

- The only thing that’s changed is the roof pitch, the two units that access that toof deck, they've
actually stayed at the full 3 floors, we haven’t brought the roof down, they need the full third level
walk out. — Lloyd

- The windows we’re seeing at the bottom drawmg all belong to the offices?

- Yes, the gymnasium has a ground level and 2™ level office component — Lioyd

- That was always the case?

- The 6 offices on the ground floor, how many will be 1 storey vs 2 storey?

- 5 from the street back are 1 storey, it is only the southernmost one that is 2 storeys. However, it
could be 2 separate units. — Lloyd

- Why do you not desire a walkout basement for townhouses?

- These are stacked bungalows; they each have their own basement — if you created it as a
walkout type of look, and you lived on the third floor you really don’t need a walkout. Tt also
creates security issues. — Chris

- How is there access to that basement area?

- They’re internal to the building within each unit. Stairs and elevator will go from each unit right
to the basement — Chris

- School roof water currently drains into drywells at front of school - Lloyd

- Were there any modifications proposed to the other residential buildings?

- I'think the only modification is in those previous elevations — there is an inaccuracy that didn’t
show the covered porches. — Nancy S

- There is a concern about the balconies and porches looking out into the backyards. [ would like
to see the orientation of those change if at all possible with the increased grade and height of the
buildings.

- The stacked “bungalows™ have all living areas on the same {loor as opposed to a normal house
where your ground floor 1s your main living space and second floor is bedrooms, so when you
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have overlook issues from these structures, you only have them from the bedroom, where with
these buildings you have them from all rooms on the third floor? So, why not the traditional
townhouse type that appeals to a larger cross section of the population?

- We are gearing these units to the elderly and those who wish to eliminate the stairs in their life
to something that is more suitable. These people prefer bungalows. These units are smaller on the
bottom floor (1700-1800 sq fi) and the second floor is 2200sq ft. — Tom

- The onginal application said something about Victoria Road — Have others like this been built?
And with elevators?

- No, others have not been built — Tom

- Those elevators could easily be cut out, they are a lot of money and sometimes things get cut
out in some developments, and we cannot hold you to those elevators. In a traditional townhouse
form can accommodate an option for a personal elevator for those that cannot use stairs

- We are catering these to the market and satisfy a niche market. This product is also unique and
we can command a more upscale price and address the concerns of the residents to avoid it
becoming rental unils — Tom

- I'don’t understand your concerns about the elevators — Melissa

- I'am concerned about the marketability of these units if the elevator went away, and we cannot
make you do it. A building permit could be issued with or without an elevator. My issue becomes
who would purchase a unit. | don’t see a family with 3 children purchasing a 3 storey walkup.

- I'have no issue if the city imposes a condition that states that all 3 buildings must have elevators
- Tom

- Can that be made part of the condition?

- This would not be far and away the weirdest condition that has been proposed. Yes, can include
a condition at site plan - Scott

- The two residential buildings that abut each other — what is the distance between them with the
window W2 - this is what irritates me about privacy issues. | believe the point was the buildings
that face each other do not have windows save for the staircase windows, whereas the other side
that faces the abuiting properties have an entire wall of windows. It is not proposed that the
people interior to the site look on to one another. Request for buildings to be reduced in size and
reduce numbers of units on the site.

- Building 4 looks on to other buildings (with the covered porch) — Nancy S

7:15PM — Meeting is adjourned
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108 Forest Street — Facilitated Meeting #4 July 31, 2007

Present:

Residents: John Campbell, Peter Gill, Bernhard Hasselwander, Audrey Jamal, George Spence
Daphne Wainman-Wood, Bill Andrews, Bruce Ryan, Jack Barr, Laura Maxie, Sarah Lowe.
Councillors: Lise Burcher, Leanne Piper

City Staff: Nancy Kielar (facilitator), Melissa Castellan, Scott Hannalh, Jason Downham
(recorder) '

Applicant: Nancy Shoemaker, Chris Sims, Tom Krizsan, Doug Friars, Lloyd Grinham

]

» Nancy K asked flor items to be added to the agenda.
o StafT input on what uses would be generally appropriate for the site
o Applicant review changes that have been made to date on the plan
o Outstanding issues
= landscaping (site plan control details)

= lighting
* traffic impacts
" noise

* density/intensification

= owner occupancy (major concermn)
o OUNRA planning professional input (re: mixed use/site plan approach)
o Next steps after meeting

AGENDA ITEM #1: STAFF INPUT ON USE

+ Concern was raised regarding the appropriate use. Daphne mentioned that an independent
planner had been hired by OUNRA and that he stated that the proposed use is not
appropriate for the site and that it should be purely residential intensification. OUNRA
also hired Daphne to prepare alternative concepts for the site based on what the residents
feel is appropriate.

« Nancy K reiterates the general feel of the previous meeting and states that only a few
voices consumed the majority of the discussion. Nancy K asks public to speak up if
anyone is in disagreement with what is being said,

» It is noted that some of the public was frustrated that some of the issues were very trivial
and that the majority of the discussion pertained to only one or two property owners.

+ Nancy K mentions that the word has reached Community Services that the public feels
that Nancy K has a bias towards the developer. Nancy explained her role in the meetings.

« 1% agenda item: (Scott) We cannot come out and indicate that we are supporting or not
supporting this application. However, we believe that what is being proposed certainly has
a lot of policy support in the Official Plan. There are statements in urban form policies,
land use statements that encourage mixed use developments. I try to encourage this type of
development and 1 find that I get very little support from the commercial community. |
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want to raise the statement that encourages reuse and intensification. Taking down the
school and replacing it with something else rather than trying to reuse it for another
purpose - our department would be more supporting of a reuse. The general policies in the
OP try to encourage smaller scale mixed use development serving residential areas. The
criteria for these types of development - compatibility issues. The reason why other infill
developments like this have been successful (not necessarily mixed use) because there has
been give and take on both sides of the equation. My experience with this group is that
there has not been a lot of give from the residents. What we hope to achieve is to identify
what the residents find troublesome s0 we can deal with those subjects. Within the CIP for
the OU&CN - there were only 5 key change areas identified, and this is one of the key
change areas. If someone had come with this development inside of this neighbourhood
and wanted to take down 5 detached units to put this type of development, | would have
said look elsewhere,

» (Lise) I appreciate the reiteration of the position. My recollection of this particular site
being discussed was not a mixed use area, so how is it that you are describing this site as
mixed use?

*  (Scott) There is a focus of new residential uses as well as mixed use developments.

« Itis quite clear that it doesn’t state that the school site is mixed use, but it is evident that
the Edinburgh corridor is mixed use (in CIP)

« It is a matter that the policy framework is that the school site is to be use for residential
intensification and not mixed use (Lise)

» Scotl reiterates the way that the department is viewing the policies for this area.

» [don’t accept Scott’s analysis, I don’t think that there’s any language in the CIP that
supports his conclusion.

+  Since this is our last opportunity to meet during this process ~ is it my understanding that
there will be a public meeting regarding this process?

« Yes (Scott)

» Can we decide what we do with this difference of opinion? There are differences in the
interpretation of planning policy and we have hired another professional planner.

» (Scott) What I would encourage you to do is submit the response to us and we would have
no concern about meeting with the consultant.

»  (Scoti) Is the scale of the commercial an issue i.e. 15,000 sq. ft. proposed, if it was smaller
would it be alright, and what is it about the commercial that is a concern?

» To me, the type of commercial being proposed could go anywhere, it is not making the
community walkable or more acceptable. It is an imposition in the neighbourhood. | do
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agree that it is benign, but people are going to drive here regardless. If it were retail, that
would make the neighbourhood more walkable (we still wouldn’t want that type,
however),

+  Concern still around the fact that this will become a precedence setting development.

« Concern was raised again about the residential properties between Edinburgh and the
school site — they would be surrounded by commercial.

+ That use is not a good transition between a corridor and residential neighbourhood. It is
much more appropriate for residential intensification.

+ The precedence setting aspect. It is a concern that Scott doesn’t understand why we don’t
want commercial since it has been raised quite often.

» This is a binary decision, it is yes or no, there is no comprontse on this decision. We feel
that we can make other contributions to the development, but we do not want a
commercial component to the project.

» I cannot be against anything that would benefit humankind in anyway (i.e. doctor,
dentistry, x-ray, medical offices, etc...). As long as it retains the medical aspect. I would
like to see these medical offices brought in. (Bernhard)

= There is too much happening on the site.
AGENDA ITEM #2 - REVIEW CHANGES MADE

« Nancy S summarized the changes to the plan (handout provided to group after the
meeting)

» There has been reorientation of stacked townhouse units — to save the elm tree and flip the
southerly unit balconies to the cast side of the building as opposed to the west.

« Eliminated unnecessary parking for the townhouses and provided more green space and
agreed that there may be some visitor overflow onto office area of the site.

» Garbage enclosure for townhouses eliminated.

» Amount of fill has been lowered on the site ~ only a foot of fill around the townhouse
units backing onto Dean Ave. but most of the fill is in the parking lot because of the
tocation of the stormwater management facility.

o This will lower the buildings by about 0.75 metres

o Much less fill will be imported onto site

0 Most retaining walls have been reduced (primarily one armour stone rock 187
high). Still retaining wall along church. Elimination of wall along Sarah’s property
considering a berm instcad
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o We will do some pumping on the site to force the sewage to Forest St (townhouse
units).
o Detailed grading questions Lo be discussed at end of the meeting (Chris)

»  Agreed to resmct uses to medical and professional offices to maximum 471m’ for
medical 1027m” for offices. This has allowed us to eliminate some parking to allow for
more buffer area more specifically to Sarah’s property. 2 parking modules were shifted to
west allowing more landscape buffer against church property.

+ Shadow studies completed with the views that residents of the unils would have. Views
have been shown from your backyards into units; photo study done to show the opposite
view (from balconies).

» Activity along east side of school building - We’ve reoriented the three units to be
accessed from the centre. Access to three units from the backside, but none to the offices

(emergency exit only),

» Building facade has been lowered (redesign was presented last meeting). Roof moved
back from property line, changed roof pitch.

» Completed shadow study to the east shows that generated shadows no greater than a 2
storey building on the site. (7 foot reduction along eave).

» (Public) however, if it were residential, the shadows would be reduced.

» (Lloyd) But, if single detached were to be put on this site, then they can actually be placed
closer to adjacent properties and cast a much larger shadow than this development.

« The site is institutional, which would allow a 4 storey structure today (Nancy S)

« We also prepared a preliminary landscape plan.

» There is commitment to keep the elevators in.

» Front elevation of school changed to break up the fagade; some facade material changes.

+ Extra buffering adjacent to the church — to be updated on the list circulated by Nancy
Shoemaker,

AGENDA ITEM #3 — OUTSTANDING ISSUES
» Density, traffic, lighting/noise, landscaping/siteplan control
Density

+ The residents feel what is being proposed is a little over the top for the site
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» Nancy K asks for clarification — density of buildings, units, use

» All the above. It is too intense building up the site, there is very little green space, much
less than the residents would like. The OUNRA has retained an architect to bring to the
table what the residents would like. They are saying it doesn’t have to be single detached
dwellings. We’re going to bring a residential intensification proposal of the site, but keep
it within constraints: 2 storey max, with appropriate setbacks, a unit that is appealing to
families and more diverse. These units are more condo/townhouses split vertically so have
a more normal relationship to the ground; more appealing to families. We feel good about
housing that appeals to older populations and can incorporate that into this proposal.
Perhaps the end units designed for downsizing and seniors/mobility issues. At least 10
metres from the properties on Dean Ave and Mrs Cooks property (as opposed to 3m).
Densities we’re looking at are in the mid to high teens. We’re putting together a plan that
is realistic lo SWM. — Save the tree, and more green space - more compact. Fronting onto
Forest Street so there are front doors and not blank walls,

= Frontage onto street as opposed to interior orientation of site.

» This propoesal does involve taking down the school. I don’t see how to make a viable
conversion of the school into all residential units without adding a second floor. At this
point we are proposing that the school building be taken down — there is no value
(architecturally). Point is raised that a fot of the materials can be recycled.

+ The feeling/view from Mrs. Cook’s yard — imagining that the wall will be higher — it is
“nasty”. The solutions that are being proposed are hard to beat but its still difficult/nasty
stuff. I cannot imagine a person living up there and come in around the side of the
building. How can people move into that unit (i.e. couch) — a tree is in the way, it is not
very wide. Who would want to feel like they are creeping down a dark alley so that we can
retain the building?

» Density of high teens; units/hectare is clarified.

» (Scott) It 1s reiterated that places to grow 50 persons and jobs/ha is for Greenfield and that
only 40% of growth needs to happen in the built boundary. The density that Daphne
quoted is not even a normal townhouse density — I’'m concerned that it’s not even enough
for this site.

« We're trying to pget a handle on what types of density we’re comfortable with and its
impacts on the community (nuisance issues) related to infill developments. It is possible
that we could live with something that isn’t single family residential. The difficulty about
the office is the principal of the use. We just don’t want it at all. I think we would like to
go through the mitigation processes that are available. There is a lack of knowledge about
the planning processes, however, so that we can properly respond and fit the CIP, OP
which in our opinion meets the policies. Through residents design process they are trying
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to get close to residential density of the application but in different form with no office.
Group indicated that none of the residents present were involved in the CIP process.

» (Leanne) Is the density just because the square footage on this proposed development is
much higher than a traditional townhouse (2000-2200 sq ft with some smaller end units
for downsizing — Daphne).

» Fairly wide frontages - 29/30ft frontages for the townhouses; entire facade not a garage
door. It is not a super dense townhouse complex — there are garages within the units as
well.

Traffic
»  On the original list — impacts/increase

« A traffic impact analysis has been completed (Nancy S) as part of the application. It
projected a little bit higher traffic count than what we would end up with at this point due
to the modification of uses. It suggested that the roads were adequate; intersections would
not need to be improved. The traffic would be less than the traffic generated by the school.
The study is posted on the City website. Peaks — school site: 126vph in am 84vph in pm.
Application as previously proposed: 44vph in the am 53vph in the pm. New modifications
would reduce this load on the streets. Adjacent streets would remain within the capacities.

« The traffic study was derived from a previous study done on the school.

» However, the report doesn’t say when the study was done as there are only 130 students
that went to the school and many of them were bussed in.

» There would not be a steady stream of traffic during the day however.

» (Nancy S) They do traffic studies at the peaks, you don’t need to account for the low
periods.

» Nancy S will provide the source of the traffic study information at a later date.

» Trying to wrn onto Edinburgh going south is going to be a pain with cars quening up at
certain periods of the day. However, with ballgames happening across the street — it
generates a lot of traffic and that clears out within a few minutes, and adding
medical/professional offices traffic won't generate much more traffic — so I can’t say ]

don’t want the development based on traffic. Difficult to oppose based on traffic

» People may take altemative routes through the residential area and avoid the arterial roads,
increasing traffic cutting through neighbourhood

«  Why are there so many parking places provided when the peak periods are so low?

« Zoning requirements and employees.
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+ Additional traffic turning left onte Edinburgh and traffic along the local streets being
increased needs to be addressed. % of the traffic that is generated is by the office use.
Without the office, there would be a decrease in traffic and parking requirements.

Lighting/Noise
+  We will do whatever the city wants us to do in terms of lighting (applicant)

« One concern with noise (not terribly big overall). The proposed residences above the
school — depending on the occupants they may be noisier in the evening hours. There are
student residences nearby that throw large parties and these proposed units may also
become rowdy. This would not prevail if the whole area consisted of upscale units and
geared towards family ownership.

« With the rear entrances, there may be people meandering directly beside Mrs. Cook’s
property/bedroom —~ noise issue towards her.

» Noise from the parking lot as well (unlocking/locking of cars). This would occur all day
long with the office uses. Snow plowing during the winter (which would happen at night)
is noisy as well. If there is also dedicated parking for the office, this will be used as
overflow for the residences at night and weekends. If we go towards high density, low
square footage, more units = more noise.

» The form of the stacked townhouses is a noise issue — large verandas raised above the
ground will generate noise. Ground based homes with backyards will help to absorb noise
(green space).

« Lighting — intrusive lighting of security lights that wouldn’t be on residential units — cars
coming and going for all this parking as well. Residential with parking internal doesn’t
have lights shining into the backyards of adjacent properties. Signage lighting as well is a
concern. How will signage be placed on the site? And of what nature?

» (Doug)This is a high end development and neon lights would not be consistent with that.

» There 1s a sign by-law and there would be low profile non-neon lights (Scott). It would be
part of site plan approval and by-laws (zoning, signage). OR Zone does not allow pylon
signs,

» Melissa offers an example - Offices on Gordon Street across from Harvard Road.
* A lighting plan would be part of the application as well. Sconces facing down and no light

would be allowed to deflect onto adjacent sites — perhaps timing mechanisms could be
looked at. 806 Gordon Street is an example that agreed to use of timing for lights (Scott).

The City That Makesy A Difference
Page 53 of 138



« (Tom) Lighting with cars coming in — will instruct landscapers to consider coniferous trees
as a buffer for the light.

»  All these details (lighting, etc...) will be dealt with later?

« Staff/Council will impose certain conditions on the site. Site Plan approval authority is
given to the Director and if suggestions are reasonable they will be incorporated into the
plan. '

Landscaping/Site plan control
«  Nancy S passes out preliminary drawings to show commitment to screened planting.

» Nancy S walks through the landscape plans. New coniferous and deciduous trees
throughout the site, in front of townhomes, break up parking areas. Possibility of more
trees and shrubs.

» The conifers along Dean will be spruce. Cedars wouldn’t mature quickly (related to
shadows). Spruce would provide a more solid screen than pine. This would not affect the
cedars. If something happens to the cedars, the screen will still be adequate.

+ These are not backyards, all open space is owned by the condo corp and all members of
the condo can use all space.

 An amenity area will go in with the more detailed landscape plan. There will be amenity
areas at grade for the ground units in the form of a patio beneath the balconies.

« Trees will be planted outside of the swale towards the building (Chris). The swale will be
an 18 prass swale.

» How will the root development of the trees affect the swale in the future? Little effect
unless something is planted in the swale.

s We have a by-law that prevents people from BBQing on balconies, so if a resident wanted
to have a BBQ - in the landscaped area? Yes.

* The chain fink fence will remain that exists on the site. It was proposed that a privacy
fence be installed with a mix of trees planted, but this plan shows a solid planting of
spruces. The landscape plan was put together to generate ideas, could pot in a privacy
fence.

»  What's the expectation of the growth of the trees to screen the buildings? The way it is
conceptually shown on the plan, the spruces are planted at 15 foot centres; you would

pretty much get a solid wall.

» Nancy states that it will hide the majority of the buildings.
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+ The walkway at the rear (Mrs. Cooks) ~ it is shown as green on the landscape plan
(hard/soft surface?) Also, how are the small shrubs being planted adjacent.

» The OP talks about buffer zones in infill projects. I think it’s hugely important for those
that live close to it. 1 don’t think that this landscape plan pays it justice.

» The neighbourhood is well treed and to have this site fit the character of the
neighbourhood, the buffers need to be beefed up. The green space is getting close with the
residential use, but not with the office use. The current landscape plan is a start, but needs
reworking — more green.

« No amount of landscape buffering can mitigate the problem to Mrs. Cook’s property.

» The Community Energy Plan; how is it addressed in your proposal, are there any green
roofs, environmentally sound developments etc..?

« Styrofoam foundation type blocks - have a high R rating, very soundproof, the homes will
be energy efficient. But, we’re oo early in the process to even think about those things.
The units are targeted towards people who are very concerned about ongoing maintenance
costs, so energy consumption will be reduced (latest technology being installed)

Owner Occupancy

« We would like to see housing there that is owner occupied. Kudos to Tom for proposing a
development for a more upscale tenant.

» One of the crucial aspects about moving into such a development is that I don’t feel that I
would want to move into a development directly above commercial, which may end up
being more geared towards students.

» The condo board is very crucial in a situation like this, and would step in, in a situation
where noise enforcement is required for unruly tenants, however there are no laws that
would prevent units from being rented to a particular demographic.

» This is not a student development; these will be very high end and steering away from a
student condominium development. We are considering green patio on roof of gym. At
least 5 of the 9 units will have incredible amenities the other ones may need to be worked
on though.

« Condominiums offer more control than single detached homes. You have no control over
detached, but condo boards can band together and place restrictions which would be an
asset to the community.

+  Are these units condominiums? We are secking advice on how this should happen and if
we should make it all one condo board or 2 condo boards.
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» Scott reilerates what a condo means.
AGENDA ITEM #5: NEXT STEPS IN PLANNING PROCESS

+  (Scott) reiterates new planning procedures and feels this should participate in it. Lise and
Leanne are very aware of these procedures. This application would be introduced at a
public meeting of Council — but there will be no decision made at this meeting. This
project will likely require a special meeting. Perhaps around October. Scott reiterates that
the applicant and staff have a good understanding of the issues. Council will be given a
clear picture of this process (facilitated meetings) followed by a recommendation report to
Council where council has the option of making a decision. There will be at least 2 other
opportunities to stand before council about the application. The Site Plan Approval
process is the time to deal with the landscaping. Whatever happens on this site, we will
involve the neighbourhood to go over the landscape plans. | would like to keep the
Director in charge of approval of this site plan application.

« In general, 1 enjoyed these sessions (Tom) and the changes that came out of the

discussions have been positive. The plan today is better than when we originally came in
(Tom).

» How many minutes do delegations have at public meetings? 10 for the first, 5 for the
second.

» How can the information given to the public be distilled and how would the information
be presented to demonstrate that these would be key aspects?

» We try to paraphrase and highlight the issues that the public has in the report.

» The issues list given out in the first meeting was confirmed and Melissa asks if it would be
appropriate that this list was used as the concerns list for the report. It was confirmed by
the public that it was ok.

« Land use and Intensification should be the top priorities.

« Melissa reiterates that the top priorities be identified to council by the residents,

« Consensus to add density and intensification to the original issues list,

» Individual issues need to be brought forward to council (Nancy K).

» Circulation of issues list to go out again to the public.
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SCHEDULE 8

Circulation Comments
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Posted At: Wednesday February 28, 2007 2:02 PM

Posted To: Planning Division Emails

Conversation: 108 Forest Street - File Number OP0604, ZC0616
Subject: Re: 108 Forest Street - File Number OP0604, ZC0616

One other thing...

In the event that written submissions are being grouped for purposes of planning, my letter written
February 27, 2007 is one of objection, not support.

Thank you,

Nancy Porteous

————— Original Message -——

From:

To: planning@auelph.ca

Sent: Tuesday. February 27, 2007 9:59 PM

Subject: 108 Forest Street - File Number OP0604, ZC0616

February 27, 2007

Hello,

My name is Nancy Porteous and | was in attendance at the information meeting on Thursday February
22nd concerning the proposed development of the St. Paul School property on Forest Street. My family
and | are neighbours directly to the south of the property in question -

Following is a list of concerns that | have about the proposed Plan:

= The plan calls for a condominium building to be built on the site of a mature elm tree. It was noted
at the meeting that two buildings would be set back to accommeodate the tree. This points to an
overall lack of understanding by the developer of how important it is to preserve our natural
spaces. The plan design shows an alarming lack of green space. The intensification of this
development is not at all in keeping with the neighbourhood. There are too many buildings for the
site, the buildings are too large, the front lawn of the school will disappear and generally, there
seems to be a lack of consideration for green space, open space and the existing trees.

»  Our property will back onto the large parking lot behind the school. Presumably it will be floodlit at
night. This is not desirable in a residential neighbourhood. | brought it up at the meeting and
Nancy Shoemaker noted that although she was not sure, she presumed that lighting would be
"pointed down instead of up". | was under the distinct impression that this factor had not been
taken into consideration prior to the meeting.

= The development calls for three-storey buildings. Nancy Shoemaker described it as "light
intensification" and within the guidelines of Guelph's Official Plan for infilling. The fact is, the
property is aiready elevated. Three storeys on top of the existing elevation will tower over the
bungalows on Dean Avenue. |n addition, the gymnasium roof is designed to be an outdoor roof
patio which will overlook our backyards directly.

o Drainage came up at the meeting. The answer that the runoff will be infiltrated into the ground was
not well explained. | did not get a sense of how this would be accomplished. The engineer who
spoke to the issue of runoff seemed not to be aware that water currently runs into the church
basement from the school property. Our backyards back onto the parking lot behind the school
and will be in the path of storm water. This is a serious concern and one that was ot alleviated by
the information provided at the meeting.
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e The traffic increase estimates given of 55 cars between 4 - 6 p.m. and 45 cars between 7 - 9 a.m.
were not substantiated with any factual research. The traffic engineer stated that he did not think it
difficult to turn onto Edinburgh Road from Forest Street, which indicated to me and everyone
present at the meeting that he clearly had no idea about traffic patterns at that particular corner.
We who live in the neighbourhood know that it is virtually impossible to turn left onto Edinburgh
from Forest, Dean or any of the side streets between College and Water. The idea that this new
development would not have a significant impact on traffic on Forest, Talbot and University is
nonsense. Residents living in the development and those using the medical facilities in the main
building will turn right onto Forest, then Talbot and University to make their way south to College
and out of the neighbourhood. These streets will all be busier as a result of this plan.

It should be noted that the majority of people in attendance at the meeting were not opposed to some use
being made of this property, including new residential buildings, albeit more modest ones. People gave
reasoned and thoughtful comments and had excellent questions. The meeting was well atiended and
questions were posed from residents of many area streets, not only Forest and Dean. Everyone had
legitimate concerns about the size of the development and the seeming lack of thought given to how it
would fit into the neighbourhood and impact on local traffic levels.

I'look forward to reading the Planning Report that is due to be published in advance of the Public Meeting
of Council and trust that all concerns raised at the meeting will be addressed.

Thank you,
Nancy Porteous

From: sandra subden

Posted At: Sunday March 11, 2007 10:58 AM
Posted To: Planning Division Emails
Conversation: 108 Forest St, St Pauls School
Subject: 108 Forest St, St Pauls School

Dear Mayor, Councilors and Planning Director

I wish to register my objection to the proposed zone
changes and variances for the old St Pauls school property at 108 Forest 35t.

I wish to register my support for an infill compatible with the neighborhood
streetscape preferably single family homes with greenspace as dictated by the
existing bylaws.

Any development of this property should be compatible with the axisting
neighbouring streetscape.

Rezeoning for commercial purposes would be an undesirable incursion into a
historically gquiet residential area
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Dear Mayor and Councilors

I wish to register my objection to the proposed zone changes and variances and
I wish to register my support for an infili compatible with the neighborhood
streetscape i.e. 2 stories high, legal greenspace and not commercial.

Thank you

Ronald E. Subden

From: Paula and Vicko von Stedingk

Posted At: Sunday March 11, 2007 2:46 PM

Posted To: Planning Division Emails

Conversation: 108 Forest Street - Official Plan and Zoning By-Law Amendment Application (File
#0P0604, ZC0616)

Subject: 108 Forest Street - Official Plan and Zoning By-Law Amendment Application (File #0P0604,
ZC0616)

I am writing to express my concerns about the proposed re-zoning and development plans for 108 Forest
Street. 1am, through Millstone C.S. Inc., the owner of the property at a single-family,
detached residence. | was unfortunately not able to attend the meeting held on February 22, 2007.

My comments are as follows:

1. The school previously operated on this site was very much part of the community, and provided an
essential service to the residential property owners in the area. The activities and
“inconveniences” related to its operation {iraffic, “ncise” from children at play etc.) were accepted,
even welcomed, by the residential neighbours. Re-zoning this site for commercial and higher-
density residential purposes substantially alters the character of the neighbourhood, and will at the
very least have a negative impact on the property values of the adjoining residential properties.

2. The Traffic Impact Study states that the traffic volumes on Forest Street will be lower under the
proposed use of the site, than during its use as a school. 1t fails to emphasize that the school-
related traffic is concentrated at pick-up and drop-off times, and only on school days. The
proposed use for offices and medical services, together with multi-family dwellings, will no doubt
create a different traffic pattern. The impact of this change in use is not adequately considered in
the study. Additionally, it would seem reasonable to assume that parents picking up children will
be more attentive to safe driving practices (speed etc.) than the “average” driver, raising valid
concerns about traffic safety in the neighbourhood.

3. ltis clearly not realistic for the community to expect the site to remain idle, or become “park land”.
The new owners paid, | believe, $825,000 for the property in 2006. | do not know what
representations were made to them about the future use of the property, but they must expect a
reasonable return on their investment. The most logical use of the site, given the existing zoning,
the character of the neighbourhood, and the concerns of the residents, would be as a sub-
division of single-family, detached residential homes. Given the relatively modest investment
by the current owners of the site, | am certain that an economically viable (albeit less lucrative)
plan can be developed along such lines.
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4. 1f the SFD "sub-division” concept is not possible, | strongly feel that the height of the structures
proposed for the site (office and tfown-houses) must be kept within that permitted under the
existing zoning.

5. The traffic impact concerns of the residents located east of the site could be addressed by creating
a "cul-de-sac” immediately east of the entrance to the new development. Forest Street residenis
located east of the cul-de-sac would have to exit their neighbourhood by going east, which would
be an inconvenience perhaps, but a “lesser evil” in my opinion. It would also help to mitigate any
negalive impact of the proposed project on property values, east of the site, as the “cul-de-sac”
would be a positive value factor. The cul-de-sac would, | am sure, have to fandscaped in such a
way as to allow passage by emergency and “authorized" vehicles.

| would very much appreciate receiving your “comments on my comments”, and please keep me informed
of any further developments.

Thank you for your consideration,
Sincerely,

Vicko von Stedingk, President
Millstone Caonsulting Services Inc

From:

Posted At: Sunday March 311, 2007 6:56 PM Posted To: Planning Division Emails
Conversation: File $0P0604,2C0616 108 Forest St re-zone

Subject: Re: File #0P0604,2C0616 108 Forest St re-zone

@lo:

My name is Laura Smith-Maxie and I own the bungalow at T
have owned this house since 1971 and have been educated and worked in Guelph
since 1961. Thus I am very familiar with the old University neighborhood and
its general appearance. 1 attended the public meeting about the proposed in-
filling of the old school and itss yard which I would like to vigorously
protest.

The proposed development is totally inappropriate in height and density for
such a small area. I was even more concerned when I was told that the
developer for the apartment units is Tom Kurzan. This developer is tenacious
in his greed to build as much as possible. I have had experience in fighting
his developments in Puslinch; after 2 OMB hearings he was actually defeated by
the neighborhoad and with the help and wisdom of Puslinch council.

With the province mandate to encourage infilling in established neighborhoods
I am sure he will be tenacious in trying to suggest that his plan is
absolutely appropriate. I do hope that Guelph council will have lee-way in
deciding what is best, that they are not in the pockets of the developers and
first and foremost, have the philosophy of BEING A GOOD NEIGHBOR!! !l tt

To summarize my objections which is basically & re-iteration of what I am sure
most of the neighborhood will be submitting to council, they are:
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- the entire proposal is far too dense and with a 3 story apartment building,
it is entirely out of sync with the surrounding low-rise single family
dwellings in an older gracious neighborhood

~- there seems to be legitament concerns about the run-off of water from the
parking area into the dwellings on Dean ST

- the increase traffic from such a dense development thruout the old
University district will have considerable impact

- there is no way te control who buys these apartments and prevent them from
becoming student getto housing despite what Kurzan says

- again I must repeat, this has the appearance of mini-city developing in the
midst of a low density housing area, with cars racing in and cut of the
parking very cleose to adjacent properties at all hours of the nite and
disturbing a peaceful residential area

Finalily T believe there will be a loud public cutcry abeout this proposal and I
respectfully request that you a sympathetic to our concerns and that you deny
this application.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Laura Maxie

From: Tanis Comrie
Posted At: Sunday March 11, 2007 8:26 PM

Posted To: Planning Division Emails

Conversation: Proposed development at the site of the old St Paul's school on Forest Street
Subject: Proposed development at the site of the old St Paul's school on Forest Street

I'am writing on behalf of myself and my husband, Robert Foster, to vehemently protest against
the development that has recently been proposed for the site of the old St Paul's school on Forest
Street.

I was part of the Old University/Centennial neighbourhood community improvement process that
was held several years ago. Specifically, I was part of the sub-group that looked at Guthrie park
and the future development of St Paul's school. The proposal that has been put forth by the new
owner is not in keeping what so ever with what was proposed for the old St Paul's school site. At
the time of the Community Improvement plan meetings, we were aware that there was an
individual interested in developing the site for a medical centre. Our group thought that this
sounded reasonable but I was shocked when I recently heard the magnitude of the proposal. The
group had put forth suggestions such as residential development, community centre or a medical
centre but, on a much, much smaller scale than what the new owner has proposed.

My husband and | would personally like to see the site developed as a residential site similar to
that on Woodside or similar to the recent townhouse/condo development on Waterloo. We would

also be happy with a medical centre but not as proposed by the current owner and his developer
partner,
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The scale of the proposal is far too large and out of keeping with the character of the
neighbourhood. The variances that are requested are also concerning particularly for the
immediate neighbours.

We also have concerns that the planning process only included notification of neighbours within
125 metres of the site. Whatever policy is behind this should be reviewed as a development such
as this has a far wider impact than 125 metres. '
We look to you to provide leadership and direction that will keep the development of this area in
keeping with the scale and character of the neighbourhood.

Sincerely,

Tanis Comrie

wwwww Original Messaue-----—

From: Kelly M. Posted At: Sunday March 11, 2007
2:48 PM Posted To: Planning Division Emails

Conversation: St.Paul's School proposal

Subject: St.Paui’'s Schocl proposal

Dear Mr Riddel and Ms. Castellanl:
>

>Re: Proposal to develop St Paul's scheol (File #0P0604, ZCO0616)

>

>We understand that there is an application to re-develop the St Paul's
>school property at 108 Forest Street for a mixed office and residential
>use on the eastern portion, and four stacked townhouses cn the western
pertion.

>

>As property owners in the S5t Paul's neighborhood, we realize that the
>5f Paul's school site needs to be re-developed. However, we object to
>the current proposal for the following main reasons.

>

>The averall development is far too intense for the existing residential
>neighbourhood and there is no provision for a transition hetween the
>development and the surrounding area.

>

>The office use and parking as proposed on the east portion is not
>compatible with the surrounding residential use. Forest is a
>residential street, the abutting properties are predominantly detached
>homes and there are a number of residential homes between the site and
>Edinburgh Road.

>

>The townhouse and apartment residential developments are not in keeping
>with the existing single family homes, either in scale, appearance or
>height.

>

>Traffic on Forest and other neighborhood streets will be significantly
>increased and safety at the intersections of Edinburgh with Forest and
»other residential streets will be adversely affected.

>

>Green space will be significantly reduced, which is in complete
>contrast with the surrounding well- treed properties. In addition, it
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>is not clear whether the two mature elm trees are going te be protected.
>

>

>There will be a loss of privacy and views for landowners on Forest and
>Dean, with three storey buildings overlcocoking homes that are
>predominantly single storey bungalows.

>

>

>Serious issues and unanswered guestions remain about the proposed
>streetscape, sile drainage, sewage, noise, lighting, parking, snow
»remaval, setbacks, buffer strips, retaining walls, fences etc.

>

>

>Please send us notice of any future public meetings relating to this
>application.

>

>

>Yours truly

>

>

William and Lois Andrews

Guelph
>
>

From: Posted At: Monday March
12, 2007 12:35 PM Posted To: Planning Divisicon Emails

Conversaticn: St Paul’'s School Property (File No.0P060G4-XC 0616)

Subject: S5t Paul's School Property (File No.0P0&04-XC 0816)

Dear Mr Riddell:

With regard to the proposed changes to the 5t Paul's School property on 108
Forest St, we wish to comment on the process, then on the site
itself:

First, we are disappointed in the low level of public consultation
asscociated with the proposed development. Only after the February meeting held
did we learn about it. There's a need, it seems to us, to include or at least
inform residents well beyond a 120m radius of the site in guestion when
changes of this sort are to be discussed in a community. We live about 200m
from the site but we will definitely be affected by any development there,
particularly increased traffic on Forest which is already something of a
speedway between Edinburgh and Mary.

The neigbourhood reaction the the February meeting in which city staff were
seen Lo speak for the developer must surely suggest to Planning and Building
Services the importance of proper neighbourhood engagement from the beginning
of a process like this. One glaring gap in the management of this proposal lay
in the leap from a tentative
inquiry a couple of years ago regarding a possible
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medical /professional facility in the old scheool to a fully fledged and massive
infill, the scale and extent of which we only saw when a neighbour came to our
door to show the plans to us. We had no idea about all this until last week.
Not good encugh community consultation.

Regarding the site, while we favour infill on it as well as elsewhere in
the city, the question should always about what kind of infill is appropriate
for its context. The plan we saw seems far out of proportion to the site and
its surroundings - townhouses too high by at least one steorey, too massive,
foo insensitive to its neighbours and the nearby streetscape. Adding height to
the existing school building should be resisted. More modest townhouses -
lower and fewer
- would be acceptable in this area. Single family dwellings on the site might
even he preferable. Professional ocffices in the school
building would be fine, as would other community-based uses, like a
branch Evergreen Centre. Retaining old trees and green space are also
important on that property. A more massive and excessively intense
development, apart from considerations of zoning or esthetics, will add a good
deai of road traffic to a neighbourhcod already trying to cope with growing
volumes on Edinburgh and Forest.

Finally, we feel that this proposal provides a prompt for the city to
review its community consultation methods and to develop a more inclusive and
imaginative approach to engaging residents in planning.

It may not be too late to salvage the remaining phases of this particular
process.

Anne and Jim Shute

Guelph
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From: John Elxrod Posted At: Meonday March 12,
2007 12:10 AM Posted To: Planning DRivisicon Emails

Conversation: Proposal to develcop St. Paul's school

Subject: Proposal to develop 5t. Paul's school

Mr. Jim Riddell

Director of Planning, City of Guelph
Community Design and Development Services,
59 Carden Street

Guelph, ONM N1H 3Al

Dear Mr. Riddell,

RE: Proposal to develop St Paul's schoel (File #0P0OG04, 2C0616)

As residents of , wWe are writing concerning the application for re-
development of the St. Paul's school property. We are in favour of the
property and building being re-developed, but cbject to the current propesal.

The proposed townhouse/apartment developments are ncot at all compatible with
the neighborheood. We feel it is reasconable to object to the numerous issues
(privacy, views, noise, lighting, security, traffic, etc.) that will come
about as a result of the proposal. Some people fail to do what they say
they're going to do. Once the zoning is approved, who knows what surprising
changes will be made to the proposal. The very best they propose to do is not
good for the neighborhood, and it goes downhill from there.

We just wanted to let you know that we're not in favour of the current
proposal.

John & Anne~-Marie Elrod
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Guelph,
Ontario

12 March, 2007

Melissa Castellan,

Senior Developent Planner, City of Guelph,
Community Design and Development Services,
59 Carden Street,

Guelph, On N1H 3Al

Dear Melissa,
Re: Application to develop St Paul’s school (File #0P0604, ZC0616)

The application to re-develop the currently vacant lot at 108 Forest Street will have a tremendous impact on me, since
my property abuts the rear of the school yard. It will totally change the way | enjoy my property, which I purchased in
1984, My reasons for living here, as opposed to moving to Brantford or Toronto where I worked, were the vibrant
City, the established neighbourhood, and the shady, quiet, and private back yard. Even when there was a school, the
weekday periods of activity were short -lived, and weekends and the summer months were quiet. Recently retired. 1
am looking forward to spending even more time in my back yard, since like many of my neighbours, I am a keen
gardener and spend much of the time outside. 1 have serious concerns and objections to the proposal, which puts these
plans into jeopardy. My main objections can be sumumarized as follows:

e  The Growth Plan should not be used to disrupt existing stable neighbourhoods and can be accommodated
through appropriate planned Growth cwrrently being developed by the City

»  The proposed development is overly intensified on site and offers no transition or buffering to the
surroundings

s  The office use is not compatible with the surrounding residential area, since it increases traffic significantly
over a residential use and replaces the green space south of the schoo! building with a lighted and paved road
and parking lot with the noise and fumes of cars coming and going all day immediately behind my property

»  The office use is totally different from the concept proposed in the Community Improvement Plan, in ihat it
eliminates the green space buffer and adds residential sioreys above the building.

¢  There are questions about the traffic study

e  The type of residential infilling with three story townhouses and two and a half storey apartments is not
compatible with the appearance or privacy of surrounding houses which are predominantly bungalows,
especially since the school property 1s already on a hill .

»  The preliminary site plan shows two mature eim trees being removed .

»  Specific site issues: grading changes, drainage, retaining wall, fencing, snow and salt removal, lighting,
garbage

e  Absence of Site Plan, Landscape plan and Cross sections.

I believe here must be a better way to develop 108 Forest than the proposal before you.

Growth Plan and Growth Management

Guelph needs to consider how to maintain the unique character of existing built areas, and the City as a whole, while
also trying to do the “right thing” by the Province’s 2006 Growth Plan. That Plan requires the annual proportion of
residential development to be 40% within the builtup area by 2015, and a specific density target in the down town
area by 203 1. Your current initiatives underway over the next two years to plan for foture growth in the city wili help
clarify exactly what are the City's obligations in implemeniing the Growth Plan, define the built boundary, identify
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intensification areas and determine appropriate policies and strategy. You are looking for community input and I hope
to join one of your upcoming workshops.

In the meantime, if development proposals are being considered, it surely cannot be the City’s wish to disrupt
existing, stable neighborhoods through unnecessarily excessive developmeni.

Intensilication and transition

The application has an excessive overall amount of intensification with buildings, pavement, and car movements,
given the type of existing predominantly residential neighbourhood that surrounds the site. The Growth Plan requires
an appropriate transition between intensification areas and adjacent areas. This proposal treats the site as an
intensification area and it also needs a transition or buffer. Not only does the propesal nol include a transition to the
surrounding arez, it also over-develops within the site by proposing two lots that can be severed, and squeezing the
buildings so close to each other that they need variances from the currently required setbacks.

The intensity of development needs to be significantly reduced and yet can still contribute to infilling and
intensification objectives.

Office use in a residential area

Introducing an office use on the east portion together with the large parking area, car activity and no green space is
not at all compatible with the surrounding residential use. Forest is a residential street. the abutiing properties are
predominantly detached homes and there are a number of residences between the site and Edinburgh Road, which
also has single family residences abutting the property.

The Community Improvement Plan of a few years ago assumed the site was close enough to be part of Edinburgh
road. [ would question this. Nevertheless, the concepts in the CIP show green space remaining between the Dean
Avenue properties and the school building. This might have provided a buffer or transition between our residential
use and an office use, with the parking remaining where it was for the school.

The current proposal has changed drastically. It has changed from what the owner originally put forward to the
comrmunity ic developing only the existing footprint of the school and current parking lot. It has also changed from
the Comumunity Improvement Plan. Because of the second parce] being developed to the west, the parking for the
office itself has expanded onto the green space to the south in order to accommaodate 76 new parking spaces. This
includes the required 7 cars per medical office, plus those needed for the professional offices, plus some more for
good measure! In addition, the office parcel now also includes 9 apartments a storey and a half above the office, so
that three garages are now needed.

As a result, the green landscaped are on the CIP concept is eliminated and in place of it is a paved and lighted read
and parking lot, two garages and garbage storage, with the associated noise and fumes of cars coming and going all
day right against my property line. I just cannot find this acceptable.

Traffic

As residents our experience with raffic in the area is quite different from that of the consultant who wrote the report.
It would be interesting to know what time of year the traffic counts were done and if the traffic and parking associated
with the park and ball diamond were taken into consideration. Counts this time of year would miss them, and they are
not mentioned in the report. Perhaps it is assumed the ball diamond and playing field is only used weekends when the
office is not in use. This is not clear. The report predicts that it is the office that creates three quarters of the increased
traffic from the development and the medical use is the main contributor per unit.

Residential infilling

Residential infilling is desired by the city, and this is a residential neighbourhood. However the townhouses and
apartments proposed are not in keeping with the exisling single detached homes. Assessing compatibiliiy is more than
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just looking at the surrounding land use designation and zoning. The existing “built form” needs to be considered (sce
sections of the City of Guelph Official Plan attached). There are too many town houses and they are too high, Our
views and sunsets will be lost, and also our existing privacy. Three storeys is definitely too 1all to be screened from
view, notwithstanding the mature existing cedar hedges on my neighbours’ properties. The buildings will tower over
us. In the case of the school development. already on a hill, the apartment patios on top of the current gymnasium
will look directly over our back yards, which totally intrudes on our privacy.

I am proud of our University and the role it plays in making Guelph a great place to live. However you will be aware
how hard we all work to integrate students inte our community. Many of my neighbours have students living with
them, and there are houses that are just siudents. We are currenily fairly stable, but the balance is fragile. Itis
essential that the City consider this when reviewing the application, since my fear is that the baiance will be lost by a
development that introduces the promise of numerous rental and investment properties.

1f you analyze the main character of this established neighbourhood, it is the detached homes, with a preponderance
of bungalows, an impressive amount of canopy cover, and quiet yards with many trees. The church has recently
invested in attractive plantings beside the building to provide shelter, shade and a pleasant landscaped space for the
commumity. This current proposal offers virtually nothing. Green space will be drastically reduced. In the case of the
office residential use, it is all but eliminated. It appears the OR zoning has no landscaped space requirement. This
demonsirates that it is not appropriate in a residential area. 1t would be incongruous in any neighborhood, and is in
complete contrast with this particular one.

The grading and drainage plan shows the two mature elm trees “ fo be removed™. These native trees are a majestic
feature of the school yard, provide shade and air-conditioning for the abutting property owners, beauty and nature for
the neighbourhood. 1t is unfortunate that the city does not require a site assessment at the Official Plan and Zoning
application stage. Therefore these trees were ignored by the developer. It would be helpful if the City were to
introduce policies for infill that include much more detailed site planning at a much earlier stage in the planning
process. 1 am very pleased to hear that the developer is considering how to preserve the elm trees. The protection of
these two beautiful trees should be an absolute requirement of any development on this site.

Site Planning, Landscape Plan and Cross sections

Due to the early stage in the planning process, there is only a preliminary site plan. Maoreover, the site plan can
change afier the O.P. and zoning are approved, without the public necessarily having an opportunity to comment or
appeal. We need to review these details. T would request that the full Site Plan and Landscaping plans be available
before the application is considered by council, and that any changes be circulated to the residents for review before
they are approved.

1 would appreciate much more information on the proposed site grading and drainage plan. The school yard floods in
the spring. The resulting pond used to be a hazard for the children who had to be kept out of the yard this time of
year. I am a keen gardener and have a naturalized area in the rear of my property, which includes rare woodland
plants that are susceptible to ficoding. My neighbours are also gardeners. There are no details on how our plants and
wildlife would be protecied. Equally worrying, there appears ta be an undesirable retaining wall right at the end of my
yard, due to the amount of fill needed to make a level parking lot right up to my property line. Questions remain
about the need for the retaining wall, its height and appearance. With appropriate setbacks and buffering the retaining
wall might not be necessary and the development would be more compatible.

1 am extremely concerned that snow piled at the edge of the parking lot will drain onto my property. 1 have looked at
other parking lots in the area. Snow gets plowed to the edge of the property and up against any fence. This is not
acceptable, especially with the raised ground level and the lack of appropriate seibacks.

I am not clear on the details of buffer strips and cannot find a definition in the bylaw. A fence, though helpful in
helping to screen the view of cars, is certainly not, on its own, a sufficient buffer between a new office in an old
residential area. The specifications for fencing need to be included andan appropriate buffer identified.
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Other concerns about the development that have not yet been satisfactorily answered include increased lighting,
including car lights, and accumulation of garbage , since we are down wind of the site and garbage will blow in the
direction of our properiies on Dean, including the Church.

Summary

The proposal is overdeveloped and not compatible with our neigbourhood. It does net £it the tests in the Official
Plan, including those attached. A much less intensitied and more compatible proposal 1s needed that could satisfy the
residents, the City’s Official Plan and Zoning Bylaw and also the Growth Plan.

I request that the City ask the owner to come back with a much more acceptable development proposal, and that you
require details of site plans, and landscaping plans, including cross sections and views be made available before the

Zoning and Plan amendments come before Council for approval.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. [ would appreciate notice of any future public meetings and reporis
relating to this application.

Yours truly,

Sarah Lowe
Attachment: excerpts from the City of Guelph Official plan
cc Jim Riddell, Director of Planning: jim.riddell@guelph.ca

Mayor Karen Farbridge : mayor@guelph.ca
Councillors Lise Burcher: lise.burcher(idguelph.ca , Leanne Piper : leanne.piper@iguelph.ca

Attachment: Sections of the City of Guelph Official Plan
2.3. Major goals of the Official Plan:

6. Ensure that any development in established areas of the City is done in a manner that is sympathetic and
compatible with the built form of existing land uses

3.3 Urban Form Policies

3.3.1. a) Encouraging Intensification and redevelopment of existing urban areas in a manner that is compatible with
the existing built form

Character of Development in Older. Established areas

3.6.17 The City will encourage the design of public works and new development to strengthen and enhance existing
distinctive landmarks, neighbourhoods and districts within Guelph

1. The city shall ensure that new development located within existing, established neighbourhoods and districts is
designed as an integral part of that arena’s existing larger pattern of built form and open spaces, and that it reinforces

and complements the existing range of building mass, height, proportion and orientation of buildings relative to the
street

2. The city shall encourage the preservation of the exisiing pattern of setbacks in the established areas the City where
road widths and parking facilities are adequate. This is to ensure that development proposals do not significantly alter
the strectscape.
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4. When a development proposal is considered in the older, established areas of the city detailed plans may be
required to illustraie the relationships of the proposal’s built form to the existing natural and cultural environment and
10 the public realm. The plans will address the physical integration of the project with surrounding areas and
encourage the creation of an environment that is responsive to pedestrian, cyclist and public safety

7.2 Residential
Objectives
d) 1o maintain the stability and characier of the built forms in existing residential neighbourhoods.

7.2.27 Non residential uses shall be developed in & manner that is compatible with the adjoining residential properties
and which preserves the amenities of the resideniial neighborhoed

I....... non-residential uses shall:

b) Be located on ihe property in a manner which minimizes the impact of traffic, noise, signs and lighting on
adjoining residential properties

¢) Have adequate landscaping and screening to promote compatibility with adjacen! activities

7.2.7. criteria for multiple unit housing:

a) that the building form, massing appearance and siting are compatible in design, character and orientation with
buildings in the immediate vicinity”

General residential Land use designation

7.2.34.

“Residential lot infili, comprising the creation of new low density residential lots within older established areas of the
city will be encouraged, provided that the proposed development is compatible with the surrounding residential
environment. To asses compatibility the city will give consideration to the existing predominant zoning of the
particular area as well as the peneral design parameters outlined in 3.6 of this plan. More specifically residential lot
infill shall be compatible with adjacent residential environments with respect to the following:

a) form and scale of existing residential development
b) Existing building design and height

c) sethacks

d) landscaping and amenity arens

e) vehicular access circulation and parking
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From: " _ L.
Sent: Sunday March 11, 2007 11:53 PM
To: Mayors Office; Laura Baily; Bob Bell; Vicki Beard; Ian Findlay; Maggie Laidlaw; June Hofland; Gloria
Kovach; Mike Salishury; Lise Burcher; Leanne Piper; Christine Billings; Karl Wettstein; Jim Riddell
Subject: Application for 108 Forest Street, Guelph

Mayor Karen Farbridge, 11 March 2007
City of Guelph Council,

and

Mr. Jim Riddell

City Planning Department

Guelph, ON

Re:108 Forest Street- Official Plan and Zoning Bylaw Application —File # OP 0604-
ZC 0616

This letter is forwarded to you in response fo a Public Meeting held at Harcourt Church
on the 22™ of February 2007 in relation to the above noted Application.

By now, Mayor Farbridge, Ward 5 Councillors Burcher and Piper, and Mr. Riddell will
have received a number of letters, which have been delivered by the deadline of 12
March 2005. | was an active participant in meeting with area residents over the proposed
plan. For those residents that did not have email access or time to prepare a formal
letter to mail in, a letter directed to the Planning Department outlined various concerns
with the proposed development. Those residents whom we had the opportunity to speak
with who were outside the 120m notification limit voiced many, if not all of the concerns
listed on the information letter. These signed letters are not to be interpreted as a
“petition” and therefore viewed as a single document. Those who could email or prepare
a written letter before deadline, did. Those who couldn’t, voiced their concerns
individually by signing the letter. | am confident that you will look upon these accordingly.

The Neighbourhood

For those of you who are aware and for those of you that are not entirely familiar with the
Old University Neighbourhood is a very unique area of this City. | have resided in this
area for 45 years. | know the neighbourhood and its dynamics well. | know most
residents. | can indicate that there are many 2" and 3™ generation families in this area.
The area is made up of single detached dwelling homes, primarily bungalows. The area
is green. |t is characterized by its mature trees. There are seven (7) homes on Forest
Street alone, listed in the City of Guelph Inventory of Heritage Structure (Gueiph Planning
Department July 2005). Several of these homes were built in 1885-1905.

Given the proximity to the University of Guelph, we have had to deal with the incursion of
what has become to be known as student homes purchased by absentee landlords. We
have three such homes with 100 yards of our residence. We deal with noise issues and
damage to our properties, on a regular basis. This letter is not meant to be a conduit of
complaint over the existing student homes.
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The School

St. Paul School was first opened in the early 1960’s. It was an integral part of this
neighbourhood community for decades. Unfortunately, the school was closed in 2004 to
allow the Catholic School Board to build a school in the south end.

The school was subsequently purchased by Dr. Friars for $825,000 under a numbered
company. The Wellington Catholic Separate School Board holds a mortgage of
$600,000. His initial intention was to utilize the existing footprint {o create a medical
center.

In a letter dated 15 June 2005, to the Old University Neighbourhood Residents’
Association, Dr. Friars indicated his intention to use the school site on Forest as a
professional building. He indicated that he realized to do so would require re-zoning “to
accommodate commercial office use.” He indicated “an amendment must be
carried out to the official plan that designates this site for residential use, which
will convert it into a professional office space.”

Dr. Friars went on to indicate in “converting to a professional building, | would
propose that the site plan should remain as it exists in the present’.

Dr. Friars closed his letter by acknowledging the Old University Neighbourhood,
indicating, “if the community does not feel that they can fully support this idea, I will
not pursue this proposal any further.”

The Proposal

The zoning application is seeking to have this property re-zoned Office/Residential. The
existing proposal is for an apartment addition atop of the school with an accompanying
addition of a parking garage at the front of the school. This addition would extend some
45ft north from the front of the school, thereby significantly diminishing the frontal green
space. A second garage at the rear is also proposed. This is folliowed by 4 individual
structures of stacked townhouses on the property, each three stories in height with each
floor consisting of 2100 square feet. Numerous variances and set backs are being
sought by the developer. These proposed three story stacked townhouses will be
encroaching the property lines and looking directly into the back yards of the bungalows
on Dean Avenue, Edinburgh Road and Forest Street. A detailed count of parking spaces
as noted on the developer's plans allows for some 107 parking spaces. The proposal for
the school is to convert 40% of the main ground level into medical facilities. Itis
unknown what the existing 60% would be.

The Meeting

| was present for the 22 February 2007 meeting at Harcourt Church with many other
residents who had been notified, within the 120m-notification limit. Many elements of the
proposal and answers to the questions asked were vague and ambiguous. Repeatedly,
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the residents were told....."We hope to see....... We are expecting.....We think.....We are
hoping”. There were very few, if any, definitive answers to our concerns.

The only really definitive answer | received was when | asked the developer (Thomas
Krizan- ThomasField Homes), the owner (Dr. Friars) and their planning rep., whether
anything precluded the proposed stacked three-story townhouses and apariments from
being rented to students. The answer was "no”.

| suggested to them that, had the University of Guelph been 10 kms away from this site,
there would be no plan for such intense infill and that the reason that it was being
proposed as such was for student rental. There was no denial or disagreement to this
suggestion.

| have no issue with student housing. I feel that the Chancellor's Way Housing
Complexes are suitably placed. They do not encroach on older, quiet residential areas
and are in keeping with the surrounding residential apartment area. Living in a university
neighbourhood, we are somewhat accustomed to dealing with the issues arising from the
existing students homes (absentee landlord) on Forest Street. However, we made it
known at the meeting that we did not wish 87-90+ more students residing on the street.
In this neighbourhood, we have all been subject to the aforementioned noise and
damage. We do not wish an escalation in this.

The developer asked what | would suggest be built on the property instead. |

suggested 4-5 modest homes that would be compatible with the neighbourhood. He
advised me that the province, through the Places to Grow act, mandates infill and
intensification such as this and that 4-5 modest homes would not be possible on this 2.2
acre property which currently includes the school building.

It appears to have been sufficient for the development of the 4 acre property at the dead
end of Woodside Drive, less than a kilometer away. This area is being intensified with
single family residential units, compatible with the neighbourhood. | feel The Places to
Grow Act is being used as an excuse to push forward this project, which is not
compatible with the neighbourhood.

Green Space

Should this proposal be accepted, there would be little green space left. In reviewing the
proposed set backs, variances and additions in relation to the property and if{s
dimensions, this would be a development consisting of concrete and asphalt with
extremely little green space. This is not where families are going to choose to live.

Design and Compatibility

Simply, this proposed project is not compatible with this old neighbourhood.

Of all places in the City for a project such as this o go, this is not the place.

It is not at all in keeping with this neighbourhood. The City, fortunately, can appreciate
neighbourhood compatibility concern and has noted this in the Old University/Centennial
Neighbourhood Community Improvement Plan 2006. As noted, this neighbourhood and
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Forest Street in particular, is made up of several homes listed in the Heritage inventory
of the City.

Ironically, one of these such homes is several meters to the east of the existing school
and proposed apartment addition on top. | was advised by the developer that one of
their ideas was to construct a large "glass block wall” to assist with the apparent privacy
issue with this adjacent residence. Quite a glass block wall that would be to ensure
privacy from an apartment complex built atop of the existing school immediately next to
your property.

Traffic

At the meeting of 22 February 2007, the results of a traffic impact study were presented.
The study apparently concluded that such a development would result in no real
significant effect on the neighbourhood. Anyone who lives in this neighbourhood would
question this study and consider its conclusions absurd. At any given time, residents
wishing to turn left on to Edinburgh Road from Forest may wait several minutes for the
opportunity to safely proceed. The future residents of 108 Forest Street, with their
expected additional 50-60 vehicles as noted in the traffic study, will quickly learn not to
try to turn south onto Edinburgh from Forest Street. The will opt to use Maple, Water,
Bellevue, Talbot, Dean Ave, Rodney and University Avenue as the current residents
already do. According to the traffic study, the intersection of Forest and Edinburgh does
not warrant a traffic light.

Water/Drainage Issues

The issue of water drainage and capacity did not seem to be well explored. In response
to concerns, City staff seemed unaware that there is a water pumping station located on
Edinburgh Road immediately west of the property line. All parties seemed unaware of
the inadequate water drainage on the south east corner of the property. Each spring, the
water pools to a depth of up to two feet. This has occurred since the 60’s. Four decades
of school children were kept away from this area in their schoo! yard during the flooding.

Height

The height of this proposal is incompatible with the neighbourhood in that it far exceeds
anything in the neighbourhood. More importantly, it would overshadow the adjacent
properties, eliminate many sightlines and ultimately remove the back yard privacy, which
adjacent residents are accustomed to and have had for years.

| can appreciate and applaud urban intensification and infill. Myself and other concerned
residents have personally spoken with many of the residents in the immediate area
(Forest St, Dean Ave, Maple Street, Echo Drive and Talbot Street) regarding their
feelings on the proposal. Of the 100 or so residents spoken to, not one has been in
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favour of this proposal. It is not the cliché case of “not in my backyard”. It is the wrong
development for this area.

We are all very cognizant that this property cannot sit vacant for yet another year. Of
course there must be development. Every resident | came in contact with discussed
their preference for the property. Some indicated the reopening of the structure as a
school. Most indicated 3-4 modest single detached houses in a cul-de-sac on the
property would be acceptable. None of the residents wanted to see townhouses, be it 2
story or 3 stories, nor apartments.

As an individual resident | would propose the following:

Have Zoning changed from Institutional to R1 to allow for the development of 4-5
single detached dwelling homes with an interior cul-de-sac. There would be no
issue with compatibility. There would be no issue with green space. There would
be no issue with traffic. There would be no issue with water/sewage. There would
be no heritage concerns. There would be no height issue. The endeavour would
be profitable for all involved.

No additional height to the school. No expansion north of existing building.

Removal of the school to allow for the R1 zoning for the entire property.

The many letters and emails have been forwarded to Mayor Karen Farbridge, Councillors
Burcher and Piper and Mr. Jim Riddeli, however, | feit it prudent to include all of you, the
Councillors for the City, as ultimately this matter will come before you accompanied by
the report prepared by the Planning Depariment. | would certainly welcome the
opportunity to speak with any and all of you, should you have any concerns that | am

able to address. | would welcome you to lock at the property, walk the neighbourhood
and speak with the residents.

As our electorate, | appreciate you taking the time {o read this letter and giving this issue
the needed attention.

Best Regards.

Sincerely,

Kevin McCart & Family
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12-Mar-07

Mary and Carl Schnurr

Guelph, ON

Melissa Castellan,

RE: 108 Forest Street:
Proposed Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendment to permit a mixed office

residential building and a cluster townhouse development
(File # OP0604, ZC0616)

We are residents and homeowners of the neighbourhood affected by this development
and have several concerns regarding the details of this proposal.

There are discrepancies in the proposal that make it difficult to understand what exactly
the developer is planning, what the city council will be voting on, and what the
neighbourhood can expect in the development.

1.

The description of the proposed zoning by-law amendment describes the
conversion of the existing building by adding a 2™ fioor containing 9 residential
apartments. However both the West and East elevation views in the same
proposal show the proposed building as a three storey building.

The description of proposed zoning by-law amendment describes the conversion
of the existing building including a detached garage to the east. However the site
plan view clearly shows a 1 storey garage attached to the north side of the
building. Neither the West nor East Elevation views show this 1 storey garage
shown on the site plan.

This plan is lacking a view to show what the streetscape will look like as viewed
from Forest St.

The site plan view indicates the centre “roadway” as a fire access route.
However from what | can see on the site plan, | believe that emergency vehicles
needing to get to residential building 2 would not be able to turn around if the
parking spaces were full.
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The privacy rights of property owners and residents are protected from noise, site and
other distractions by the R.3A zoning provisions. They rely on the integrity and
enforcement of these zoning regulations. There is no rationale in the proposal which
would make me believe that these rights should not be protected as designated in the
existing by-laws.

We can foresee the expected increase in vehicular traffic by the proposed 80 parking
places shown in the plan view. Residents of the area, including myself, have already
given up making a left hand turn from Forest onto Edinburgh Rd due to traffic congestion
and take an alternative route via Talbot and University Ave. Given the fact that the target
business is medical, and the average appointment is only about 1 hr of parking, there
must be provisions anticipating the higher volume of traffic in and out of this
development. The intersection of Forest and Edinburgh is currently not suitable for this
load without enhancements.

| applaud the city for their attempts to increase density through infill projects in
compliance with provincial government initiative for livable cities. 1 feel that with
modifications to the proposal which address the concerns indicated above, the proposed
development can be implemented in a way that satisfies all concerned.

Sincerely,

Carl Schnurr, P. Eng.

CC: Lise Burcher
Leanne Piper

From: Carl Schnurr

Sent: Wednesday, March 14, 2007 8:00 AM

To: Melissa Castellan; Carl Schnurr

Cc: Lise Burcher; Leanne Piper

Subject: Re: 108 Forest Street: Proposed Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendment

Additional Comments per 108 Forest Street: Proposed Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendment

My previous letter described a proposal discrepancy (#2) regarding the North garage. Upon further review
of the West Elevation view, | believe that what is described as a 1 storey garage on the site plan is a one

storey garage with residential floor(s) above. | would assume that this garage is on the existing foot print
of the schoal.

The issues of privacy rights of property owners and residents being protected by the R.3A zoning
provisions specifically refer to variances requesting variances to the minimum side yard, minimum distance
between buildings and minimum Private Amenity Areas. | believe the density of buildings and people in
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this proposal create and environment both within the development and with the adjacent properties that do
not respect the rights that should be protected by these existing zoning provisions.

The fraffic increase due to the proposed 80 parking spaces did not include the 24 vehicles in the three 2-
car garages of each townhouse which would make a total of 104 spaces.

| am uncertain why the proposal to the office/residential building requests a specialized regulation for
maximum front yard of 9.4m when 7.5 is permitted?

From:
Sent: Sunday, June 03, 2007 7:59 PM

To: Melissa Castellan

Cc: Lise Burcher; Leanne Piper; John Campbell; daphne@taloarchitect.ca; peter gill
Subject: Re: 108 Forest Street: Proposed Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendment

Melissa,

Thanks for the informative sessions last week. | appreciate the time, effort you and Scott put into it and the
patience shown with the attendees.

There is always difficulty when the language used in regulations descend to mathematical formulas. While
t understand the need to develop criteria by which proposals can be evaluated to specific criteria, it is
imperative that the measurements reflect and capture the essence of the developments proposed.

My major concern about this proposal is the magnitude of the buildings and size of the asphalt and overall
lack of greenspace. The 21 units / hectare is deceptively simple and does not properly address this
proposal.

Excluding 5 offices from the density doesn't make sense to me. 21 residential units exist in conjunction
with about 5 offices which should be represented as 26 units,

Additionally these units appear to be over 300 sq m/ unit which is about twice the size of a typical

townhouse. The overall density is therefore comparable to a similar 3 storey campus style development
with 52 units.

| estimate that the parking requirements of the commercial development to be about 0.1 hectare.
Therefore, for the purpose of comparison, | would rate this as 52 units / 0.9 hectare = 58 units/hectare

This proposal has a "driveway" components in the site plan which must somehow be considered.

| believe there are zoning bytaws which restrict residents from developing driveways patios, sheds, pools
etc beyond a % of the total area of the lot. | would be curious to see this proposal evaluated in

similar terms. I'm estimating from the site plan that building, parking and driveways represent over 80% of
the lot area.

In my opinion, this in combination with the 3 storeys make this proposal unsuitable for the area.
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From: Karen Zorzi

Sent: Sunday, March 11, 2007 4:05 PM
To: Jim Riddell; Melissa Castellan; Mayors Office; Lise Burcher; Leanne Piper
Subject: 108 Forest Street, Guelph (File #0P0604, ZC0616)

Good Afterncon,

We attended the Public Information Meeting with respect to the Official Plan & Zoning Bylaw Amendment
Application for the proposed development at 108 Forest Street. We have resided at for
286 years and our two children attend St. Paul's school. While we understand and agree that some

development has to take place on this property, we are opposed to the intensity of the development that is
proposed.

This intensity does not give consideration to maintaining any aspect of the existing neighbourhood which is
required for infilling projects by the Official Plan. The neighbourhood consists mainly of single family
residences {1-storey bungalows) set on fairly large lots with mature trees and lawns. The development
that is proposed is quite contrary (lownhouses & 3-storey apariment with little or no green space).

Another problem is the traffic. At present it takes 10 minutes to make a left hand turn onto Edinburgh Road
and there already are too many traffic lights on Edinburgh. The additional 100 +/- cars will be cutting
through the neighbourhood to find an alternative route out reducing the quiet enjoyment of our property.

We have outlined below a few other problems with this kind of development.
+ The price of these residences is affordable for investment properties and we already have issues
with students in the neighbourhood.
= Loss of privacy. Three storey buildings would look down on our properties.

» Removal of mature Elm trees.
s Unanswered questions with regard to drainage, lighting, buffer strips, retaining walls etc.

We urge you to reconsider the intensity of this development. We understand the Province's mandate for
infilling projects but we are opposed to this kind of intensity.

Please advise of any upcoming public meetings relating to this application.
Karen & Jim Zorzi

Guelph, Ontano
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From: Scott Butler

Sent: Saturday March 10, 2007 9:47 PM

To: Jim Riddell

Cc: Lise.Burcher@guelph.ca; Leanne Piper; Mayors Office

Subject: 108 Forest Street- Official Plan and Zoning Bylaw Application — File # OP 0604-ZC 0616

March 10, 2007

Mr. Jim Riddell
City Planning Department
Guelph, ON

Re: 108 Forest Street- Official Plan and Zoning Bylaw Application —File # OP 0604-
ZC 0616

Dear Jim Riddell,

We are writing this letter of objection in response to the proposed development on Forest
Street. While we fully support infill development, it is our strong belief that the proposed
development does not fit in with the existing character of the neighbourhood.

As an abutting landowner to this property, we have several concerns regarding the
proposal:

1. Commercial zoning: We object to the proposed zoning amendment that would
see the former Sti. Paul's school be redeveloped into medical and other offices.
This incursion of a business development into a residential neighbourhood wouid
bring with it increased noise, traffic and parking both on the site and on
surrounding streets.

2. Residential density: In addition to commercial development, the landowner has
proposed adding residential units above the offices, as well as several townhouse
units around the perimeter of the property.

a. Our first concern is that the three-level housing is inconsistent with the
existing single-family, one or two-level homes surrounding the
development.

b. Secondly, the proposed townhouse units are further subdivided inio three
units, each with an average price of $400,000. While the developer
suggested that a market study had been undertaken and that these units
would be suitable for seniors, we do not agree with this assertion. While
properties have sold for similar values and square footage in the
neighbourhood, these homes have provided large back yards, privacy and
other amenities. The proposed development would see residents drive
through large swaths of parking lot before arriving at their doorsteps.

¢. As such, we believe that these units will become attractive for buyers who
are interested in renting to the student market. We are therefore
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concerned with the potential for a large concentration of student housing
with absentee landlords in our backyard.

3. Green space: One of the most attractive features of the Old University
neighbourhood is its large trees and ample green space. The proposed
development has failed to take into consideration two mature elm trees on the
site, and parking lots rather than landscaping dominate the site plan.

As a new landowners on Dean Avenue, we have been impressed by the welcome we
have received to the neighbourhood. As a young family, we welcome the addition of
developments to the area that fit with the existing environment. These developments
can attract families to the area and bring additional green space and amenities. We
believe that the proposed development on Forest Street is meant to maximize the
developer’'s investment, rather than to offer an investment to an established community.
As such, we must object to the current proposal to redevelop this site.

Should you have questions, please contact us directly.
Sincerely,
Scott Butler and Audrey Jamal

Guelph, ON N1G 1L7
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————— Original Message—-—~--

From: Cathy Ralston

Sent: Monday, June 11, 2007 8:22 pPM

To: Melissa Castellan

Cc: Lise Burcher; Leanne Piper

Subject: Planning Development, St Paul's School

My concerns about this propesal are the height of the buildings and the
traffic they will generate. The residents in the surrounding homes will have

people looking down into their back yards and houses from the second and third
storeys of the buildings.

Traffic is already very heavy on Edinburgh Road and it is almost impossible to
turn left from Ferest or Dean Avenue except very late at night. The proposal
presented in February 2007 would increase the amount of traffic.

Instead of turning ontc Edinburgh Road, people will cut through the
neighbourhoed to leave the development. This will increase traffic and noise
for all residents of the 0ld University Neighbourhood.

Sincerely, Cathy Ralston, PhD

Snelnh. Ontario
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From: Mary Fiander
Posted At: Wednesday March 07, 2007 10:08 PM
Posted To: Planning Division Emails
Conversation: St Paul's School Proposal
Subject: St Paul's School Proposal

March 7 2007

Melissa Castellan

Senior Development Planner

Community Design and Development Services
City of Guelph

RE: Proposal to develop St Paul's school (File #0OP0604, ZC0616)
Dear Melissa;

| have been a property owner for 34 years on Dean Ave. | have an interest
in what happens in the neighbourhood and | attended the meeting at
Harcourt Church to listen to what the proposal would be.

| came away with mixed feelings and wondered why the original plan had
been so drastically changed from an office buitding to 2 floors above the
current school and 4 stacked 3 story condominiums. The proposal definitely
asks for one floor yet the plans show 2, both from the outside and the inside
views.

| understand from the meeting, that the market study that was completed

to substantiate the current proposal will not be shared. Is this because there
is not enough of a promising market to get seniors and professional foiks

to settle there in an almost total iandiocked area. It seems to me that
seniors with $400.000.00 to buy such a home, would be much happier

in the Village at the Arboretum where the amenities are there for their needs.
I feel that we will be left with students in their playground. Can you just
imagine the number of bodies that can be placed in this environment.
(Certainly infil at its best.) | am not against students living next to me.

I am in the middie now and have been for quite some time as this is

prime student territory. We have had good ones and those that the police
have attended to on a regular basis. Certainly not what a lot of people

want in their backyards.

| believe that the school area does need to be re-developed. However the
plan's intensidy does not fit into the current residential neighbourhood of
single family homes, most of them single story. With the height of land of
the school property we will be faced with looking at more than the three
stories planned.

If the west side is severed it will become almost landlocked except
for the road way into the four stacked condos. Looking at the road it
hardly seems possible that we would get our ladder firetruck into the
residents safely.

There is no planned transition between the development and the current
residents. We need more green space and the beautiful sun that sinks in
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the backyards of the norih side of Dean will be lost for ever.

Traffic is another concern, it is already hard at times to get onto
Edinburgh from Dean and | am sure it is just as hard at Forest. Many
other local streets will become infested with additional traffic. We do have
children and seniors to think about and their safety.

We should have much more information about subjects such as drainage,

sewage, parking, lighting the removal of snow, buffers, seibacks, fences
etc. before zoning is approved.

| just read with interest Ken Morgan's Captain's Quarters entitled "Drive
our Future or be a Passenger” in the Tuesday's Trib.

Sincerely;
Mary.Eiander

Guelph ON
CC. Mayor Karen Farbridge
Councillor Lise Burcher

Councillor Leanne Piper
Jim Riddell Director of Planning
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From:

Sent: Tue 06-Mar-07 9:43 AM
To: Lise Burcher; Leanne Piper
Subdect: 5t. Paul's School

RE: File {0P0604, ZCO0616

As propery owners of } , my husband and 1 are just outside the 120
metre line from the proposed redevelopment of St. Paul's School on Forest St.
However, this propesal would sericusly affect all residents of this
neighbourheood, for the following reasons:

i.The density of the project is much too high and would bring excessive
vehicular traffic to the street. The entry to the project is narrow; the
commercial and residential nature of the project would involve many vehicles
at all times of the day, and the crossing at Forest and Edinburgh is already
problematic. This alone should necessitate scaling back this plan.

2.The inclusion of three storey townhouse bulldings would be inappropriate in
a neignbourhood of bungalows and two storey single family houses. They would
loom over the other buildings, cutting cff light and presenting a stark
contrast to the established gardens nearby. The plan appears to include only
hard surfaces to accommodate the many cars of customers and residents.

There are several proposed changes to existing by-laws in regards to property
setbacks. These are reasonable as they stand, and the proposed changes would
make the buildings far too close teo the lot lines. While urban intensification
is an excellent idea, there is a need to respect regulations which have
guaranteed acceptable building practices in the past. For instance, reducing
the minimum distance between buildings with windows Lo habitable rooms from 15
metres tc 3 metres creates a dark tunnel with little potential for
greenspace. In addition, the privacy of future residents is compromised.

For the above reasons, we oppose the current proposal for official plan
amendment for this site. Development of the site is desirable; multi-family
residences are needed in the neighbourhood, to increase the density and
provide cheice. However, this proposal is not appropriate and we urge you to
oppose it con behalf of your neighbours and supporters.

Joe and Averil Jany
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To: Melissa Castellan, Lise Burcher, Leanne Piper
From: John R. Campbell
. Guelph,

Date: 2007 Mar 03

Critique of the Proposed Development on St. Paul Site

On examining the developer’s proposal for the St. Paul site, the two main issues that concern me
are:

I. Compatibility with neighbourhood design

Is the development “compatible with existing built form” and is it “designed as an integral part of
that area’s existing larger pattern of built form and open spaces” and does it reinforce and
complement “the existing range of building mass, height, proportion and orientation of buildings
relative 1o the sreet”? The quotes are from the Guelph Official Plan, part of a larger quote
appended to this memo.

2. Impact on Forest St. Traffic.

What will the development do to traffic patterns in the neighbourhood?

(I leave it to other concerned parties to discuss additional issues raised at the 22 February 2007
neighbourhood meeting to discuss the proposal, such as potential flooding of Harcourt United
Church and the fate of the two mature elm trees on the site).

Compatible with Existing Built Form?

A Guelph Official Plan goal is intensification ie, “a gradual increase in the average residential
density of the community”. Building any residential units on a former school site increases
density but the more units built on the St. Paul site, the better the Plan will be served.

The houses in the vicinity are detached, single storey and two-storey. Nobody wants the school
building for a school, so the most compatible site redesignation would be to Single Family
Residential (R.1B). Building single family houses of one or two storeys, requires destruction of
the school building, but the result would fit perfectly into the neighbourhood with little impact on
traffic. Nothing else will be completely compatible,

The site 1s about 100 m east of Edinburgh Rd on the south side of Forest St, separated from
Edinburgh by five single family residences, and thus clearly inside a single family residential
neighbourhood. The Community Improvement Plan considers “St Paul School and the Edinburgh
Corridor”as a unit because the St. Paul site, Hugh Guthrie Park and the strip malls on the west
side of Edinburgh are contiguous. But the park and the five single family residences form a
substantial residential barrier between the St. Paul site and the commercial zones on Edinburgh
Road and Municipal. The Community Improvement Plan suggests that expansion of commercial
in this area should be restricted to two residences on the northeast corner of Edinburgh and Forest.

The developer wants a Cluster Townhouse Designation (R.3A) for part of the site, on which he
would build four three-storey buildings each floor being one separate “stacked” townhouse, and
an Office-Residential (OR) designation for the other part that allows conversion of the existing
school building into six offices and nine apartments. The Community Improvement Plan is not
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definitive, generally supports a mix of uses, and Office-Residential is the most benign of the
Commercial categories in the Zoning By-Law. But professional offices are still commercial
enterprises and allowing this designation is to allow commercial activity to leapfrog squarely into
a purely residential area, setting an undesirable precedent.

Offices detract {from rather than enhance the attractiveness of a residential neighbourhood because
of the traffic they generate and the asphali-covered parking space they require (58 parking spots in
this case). While the offices could be used for any professional activity, if the demand exists the
most desirable use from the developer’s viewpoint is for medical offices, because medical
practitioners pay their rent and stay put. But medical offices are busy places and would bring in
from anywhere in greater Guelph substantial numbers of workers and visitors, who have little or
no interest in the local community. The limited number of parking spaces and zoning restrictions
would in theory keep medical offices down to 40% of the 16,124 square feet of office space the
developer proposes, but I do not know if and how this would be enforced.

The heights of the proposed buildings exceed those of existing, surrounding buildings. The
proposed stacked town houses are three storeys high and the apartments sitting on top of the
offices, add up to two and a half storeys. Adjacent houses are one or two storeys so their owners
will feel dwarfed by buildings that are not “compatible with existing built form.” Compatibility
requires nothing on the site higher than two storeys.

The height objection 1s removed if the whole site is populated with perhaps 30 two-storey
townhouses and no offices. There are several examples of high quality two-storey townhouses in
Guelph. These would also not be completely “compatible with existing built form™ but would
meet the desire for intensification expressed in the Official Plan. This probably requires
destruction of the school although perhaps it too could be converted into two-storey townhouses
(and zero offices).

The 21 dwelling units proposed by the developer and the 30 units that might be built in a two-
storey townhouse development lend themselves to purchase by speculators who rent them to
students. Absentee landlords are a detriment to the neighbourhood, not students per se. I
hypothesize that expensive, new single family residences are less likely than townhouses or
apartments to be attractive to speculators, who have tended to buy the cheaper homes in the
neighbourhood and pack in as many students as they can get away with,

Traffic Patterns

The development will generate considerable additional traffic on Forest St., a quiet street since the
school pulled out, Because it does not directly connect Edinburgh and Gordon it is is only used
by people who live in or visit the Old University area. It was indeed much busier when St Paul
School was open and there was a liquor store on Edinburgh. However, the local residents, happy
to see the last of the liquor store, were sorry to see St Paul close, in spite of the high traffic it
generated as the pupils arrived and departed.

The Paradigm Traffic analysis report is probably correct when it suggests that Forest St.can
accommedate the peak extra traffic that the propesed development would generate, even though a
possible six medical offices would generate more additional traffic than the report, based on 40%
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medical offices, predicts and result in traffic and site activity staying high all day. The mormning
and evening traffic peaks at the St. Paul School were high but of short duration.

Edinburgh Rd. has become an increasingly busy north-south artery in recent years. It is now quite
difficult to drive west on Forest and turn left in order to go south on Edinburgh, although it is
regularly done, even in the peak. There are about 45 houses where taking a left tum on to
Edinburgh is clearly the shortest route to Stone Rd Mall and points south. .However, to avoid this
turn many residents of these houses prefer to start off by going east on Forest, then winding
through the residential area to College Ave.

The proposed development, near to Edinburgh, will exacerbate the existing situation. Site
residents, workers and regular visitors who want to go south on Edinburgh will have to decide
whether they can handle the Forest/ Edinburgh intersection or whether they will drive an extra
kilometre through the residential area. The best solution to this specific problem is a set of traffic
lights at Forest and Edinburgh tnstead of the existing, confusing signalized pedestrian crossing.
However, that no doubt creates other traffic problems.

It can also be expected that development of the site will cause more people to park on Forest St.,
especially if the office parking is metered. Parking during the day could be forbidden on Forest
St. in the vicinity of the site but would be hard on residents with limited parking space on their
property.

Conclusion

The developer’s proposal raises the prospect of offices, more traffic, student rentals and buildings
that are higher those in the neighbourhood. It proposes an unacceptatbly intensive development
of a tranquil neighbourhood. Naturally the neighbourhood ,while accepting that some change is
mnevitable, 1s resistant to what they see as excessive exploitation of a small site, good for the
developer and bad for the existing residents. Therefore some compromise is needed.
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Appendix

Extracts from the Guelph Official Plan and the Old University and
Centennial Neighbourhoods Community Plan 2006

The City of Guelph Official Plan (November 2006 Consolidation) ! states in Section 3:
3.3.1 The City will promote a compact urban form and gradual expansion of existing urban
development by:
a)} Encouraging intensification and redevelopment of existing urban areas in 2 manner
that 1s compatible with existing built form;
b) Encouraging a gradual increase in the average residential density of the community

In the same section:
3.6.17 The City will encourage the design of public works and new development to
strengthen and enhance the existing distinctive landmarks, neighbourhoods and districts
within Guelph.
1. The City shall ensure that new development located within existing established
neighbourhoods and districts is designed as an integral part of that area’s existing larger
pattern of built form and open spaces, and that it reinforces and complements the existing
range of building mass, height, proportion and orientation of buildings relative to the
street.

The “Old University and Centennial Neighbourhoods Community Improvement Plan - 2006”
says on page 52:
St Paul School closed in 2004, The 1 ha. site could be redeveloped for a cluster
townhouse development for approximately 30 dwelling units.
Because of their proximity, development of the school site and the “Edinburgh Cormnidor”
(Edinburgh from Forest on the south side of Hugh Guthrie to Bellevue on the north side) are
discussed on the same page of the Community Plan. On page 52 again, using the broader
definition of “site” that includes the Corridor:
A quick market assessment of the site suggests reconfiguration of the existing commercial
space rather than expansion of the use.
It goes on to recommend that the only expansion of commercial use in this area should be the two
residences that back on to Hugh Guthrie Park on the northeast comer of Edinburgh and Forest.

' The Guelph Official Plan and the Community Improvement Plan are found via the City of
Guelph site map under “Planning and Building.”
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From: Stephen Qakley

Sent: Sunday March 11, 2007 9:29 PmM
To: Jim Riddell

Cc: Lise Burcher; Leanne Piper
Subject: Proposal to develop St Paul’s Schoo! Property at 108 Forest St (File OP0604, ZC0616)

Dear Mr. Riddel!:

This is to express concern over the possible development proposed for the St. Paul's School property at
108 Forest Street in Guelph. There are humerous issues concerning this proposal, most significantly the
impact a large project like this would have on the Old University neighbourhood. Recently a traffic calming
survey was conducted for the Water Street area, which is just blocks from the Forest Street site. The two
issues must be examined in context, as the significant increase in traffic brought about due to the
development on Forest Street would directly impact the issue just surveyed on Water Street.

Current levels of traffic congestion on Edinburgh Road between College and Wellington are bad enough; if
a development of the type considered for 108 Forest were to proceed it would most certainly have a
further negative impact. In fact it is almost impossible to enter Edinburgh road from Forest at many times
during the day as it is.

Residential areas like the Old University neighbourhood need to be preserved as they are quite special
and provide ambience to this part of Guelph. Any proposed use of the former St. Paul’s school property
should honour this characteristic and not negatively impact existing properiies or quality of life. Perhaps
those considering such development should walk about the neighbourhood to experience first hand these
atiributes and recognize how inappropriate the proposed changes are.

Sincerely,

Steve Oakley.

Guelph, ON
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Jaydee Smith
Jane Caventrv

Guelph ON -

March 11, 2007

Mr Jim Riddell

Director of Planning, City of Guelph

Community Design and Development Services

59 Carden Street

Guelph ON NI1H 3A1

cc: Mayor Karen Farbridge, Councillor Lise Burcher, Councillor Leanne Piper

Dear Mr Riddell,

Re: Proposal to develop St. Paul’s school (File #0P0604, ZC0616)

We have recently become aware that there are plans to develop the St. Paul School property at
108 Forest Street with mixed office and residential use. Development on the site will impact our
neighbourhood’s character and road use. We would first like to complain that we were not
invited to any planning meetings about the application, and request that we be informed of any
future meetings.

We recognise the need to re-develop the property but the current application raises a number of
Sertous concerns.

The density of the proposed development will have a huge impact on traffic and street use in the
area. Our street, Dean, is already used as an alternate route between Gordon and Edinburgh.
Since Forest does not go through to Gordon, we are certain this will increase. The intersection at
Edinburgh and Forest is already a hazardous one, with very poor visibility to the south. Safety at
this and other intersections on Forest will be affected. Qur young son, and a great many other
children resident in the neighbourhood, use Dean, Forest, and Maple Streets to walk to John
McCrae Public School on Water Street. Any proposal with the potential to increase traffic in this
area causes us very grave concern indeed. We already have 10-12 new homes being developed in
the area (Woodside), which will increase traffic on our street.

The proposed buildings and their density, and the parking lot, are not consistent with the
character of the surrounding properties, with their older houses, green spaces, and mature trees.
Please send us notice of future public meetings related to this development.

Sincerely,

Jaydee Smith, Jane Coventry
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Guelph, Ontario
March 10, 2007

Mr. im Riddell

Director of Planning

Community Design and Development Services
City of Guelph

59 Carden Street

Guelph, Ontario NTH 3A1

RE: Proposed Plan and Zoning By-law amendments
108 Forest Street File OP0604, ZC0616

Dear Mr. Riddell:

We are writing to you to voice our serious concerns about the proposed plans for re-development
of the site at 108 Forest Street (St. Paul’s school) that involves re-zoning and the development of
a mixed office and residential building, a parking garage, and 12 3-story townhouses.

We bought our home for its location within the Old University Area and ifs attractiveness as a
residential neighbourhood, with a school and a park in easy access for local use and enjoyment.
We appreciate the fact that re-development of the old St Paul’s school site will occur, but oppose
the rezoning and current plans that will fundamentally alter the nature of the property and our
neighbourhooed.

Our objections to the proposed plans include concerns about traffic, noise, the loss of green space
and privacy, the likelihood of townhouse units being bought and sublet by absentee landlords
and/or by students and the effects on the streetscape, as well as concerns about sewage and snow
removal.

1. We are quite concerned about the effects of the proposed redevelopment on traffic, both on
Forest Street and particularly at the corner of Forest and Edinburgh. On Saturdays and at rush
hour, traffic is already a problem. The intensification of use including offices and residents of the
proposed apartments and townhouses, along with visitors and deliveries of supplies to the offices
will substantially increase traffic and noise on this residential street. The parking garage and 12
parking spaces that would be located off or near Forest Street are an unwelcome and unattractive
feature, not mention further reducing green space. Furthermore, it appears that all entry and exit to
the property would be from Forest Street, which adds to congestion and poses a safety risk for
residents of the proposed site and others on our street. The proposed parking garage could also
potentially add to the problem. Would access be controlled? Issues of lighting and snow removal
are additional concerns.

2. We are very disturbed about the change from single-family homes to offices, apartments and
multi-storey townhouses. In particular, we are concerned about the likelthood that the
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townhouses will be rented to individuals and particularly to students, including sublets for the
summer months that increase transiency. Qur experience with a few homes in the area when
absentee landlords have done this has been far from positive with respect to noise, lack of
maintenance of the property (including grass cutting and snow shovelling), and garbage.

The size of the townhouse units adds to the likelihood of multiple residents. The height of the
units is not in keeping with our neighbourhood and results in loss of privacy for nearby residents.

3. We and other neighbours on our street have concerns about site drainage and sewage, snow
removal, setbacks and other issues.

4. Finally, we wish to voice our objection to the process of consultation that has occurred. While
we were consulted recently about possible proposed changes to traffic on Water Street several
blocks away, only residents within 120 metres of the proposed development on Forest Street were
provided with full information about the plans for rezoning and development and invited to
provide input. The proposed plan for our street will have impacts on other residents in this area,
including residents of other streets and all who appreciate the economic and social value of our
residential neighbourhood.

We hope the city will reject the current proposal in favour of plans that are less intensive and are
in keeping with this street and neighbourhood.

Sincerely,
- ~ A
Vincent §. Lero, Jr

Donna S, Lere and Vincent J. Lero, Jr.

cc: Major Karen Farbridge
Councilor Lise Burcher
Councilor Leanne Piper
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12 March 2007

Mr. Jim Riddell,

Director of Planning,

Community Design and Development Services,
City of Guelph,

59 Carden Street,

Guelph Ontario

NI1H 3A1

Dear Mr Riddell:
Re: Proposal to develop St Paul’s school (File #0P0604, ZC0616)

On Thursday 22 February 2007 I attended a meeting for the re-develop the St Paul’s school
property at 108 Forest Street for a mixed office and residential use on the eastern portion and four
stacked townhouses on the western portion.

We are property owners on Forest Street in the St Paul’s neighbourhood and realize that St Paul’s
school site 1s going to be re-developed. However, we object to the current proposal for the
following main reasons:

The overall development is far too intense for the existing residential neighbourhood and there is
no provision for a transition between the development and the surrounding area. The height of the
development is completely out of scale for the surrounding homes, a lot of these homes are single
storey

There will be a loss of privacy and views for adjoining landowners on Forest and Dean, with three
storey buildings overlooking homes and gardens that are predominantly single storey bungalows.

The office use is not compatible with the surrounding residential use. Forest Street is a residential
street, the abutting properties are predominantly detached homes and the site is some distance
from a main road (Edinburgh).

Traffic on Forest Street and other neighbourhood streets will be significantly increased and safety
at the intersections of Edinburgh with Forest and other residential streets will be adversely
affected. To avoid the junction of Forest Street and Edinburgh Road, residents now look for
alternate routes which is putting more traffic on to other side streets which already has these
residents upset at traffic volume. The proposed increase in traffic will only compound this
problem.
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Green space will be significantly reduced, which is in complete contrast with the surrounding
well- treed properties. In addition, the plans show the two mature eims being removed, with no
provision for their protection.

Serious issues and unanswered questions remain about the proposed streetscape, site drainage,

sewage, noise, lighting, parking, snow removal, setbacks, buffer strips, retaining walls, fences elc.
Yours truly,

George W Spence

4

12 March 2007
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Guelph

10 March 2007

Mr. Jim Riddell, My g ) ARea
Director of Planning, City of Guelph, weVELD =i SN e -
Community Design and Development Services, IPMERN - =AVICLS
59 Carden Street, e n

Guelph, On N1H 3A1 MAR - - 2007

Dear Mr. Riddell,
Re: Proposal to develop St Paul’s school on Forest Street

. We have leamt that there is an application to develop the St Paul's school property on Forest
Street. We have lived in this house on Dean Avenue (between Talbot and Edinburgh) for over 50
years, going back to when it was a farm in the township. We have seen many changes in the
neighbourheod. This includes the censiruction of most of the houses and roads in the area, as
well as the Church and school. Our families and we ourselves have planted many of the trees
and hedges that make the neighbourhood so atiraclive.

We still love living here and enjoy a sirong community feeling with our neighbours and with
Harcourt church, where we have been a member since it was built.

The application to develop the St Paul’s school property brings up some real concems.

We drive to down town Guelph using the back way along the residential streets, as getting onto
Gordon or Edinburgh Is so difficult. The extra traffic from St Paul's development is likely to affect
us, especially along Talbot and Forest.

The city wants to infill. However there is far too much planned for the schoot site given the
neighborhood we are in. We had heard the school building might become a medical building but
question putting apartments above it

We also question how much parking is really needed. Changing the lay of the land with fill and
retaining walls to make so much parking does not seem right. We foresee serious drainage
problems for the Church property and the yards of the homes that back onto the school yard.

Four three story lown houses also bring up problems and are not fair to the existing community.
They will overlook the people who live next door and will shut off the fight at some times of day.

We hope the City will respect the established, quiel type of neighbourhood we live in here and
ask the new owner to come back with a more suitable plan.

We did not get a notice of the information meeting held [ast month. Can you please send us
notice of any future public meetings relaling to this application.

Yours sincerely,

Gord and Maranne Auld

Cc Mayor Karen Farbridge, Councillor Lise Burcher, Counciitor Leanne Piper
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Community Design and Development Services
Working Together to Build Onr Commnnity

Comment Sheet

108 Forest Street- Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendment Application
(File # OP0604, ZC0616)

Fo return yonr comments, please either fax (519) 837-5640 or mail to Development and Parks Planning,
City Hall, 59 Carden Sirect, Guelph, ON NIH 3A1 or email planning@guelph.ca.

We. Sheongly Oppose he plon WG} was Presested
‘\i‘o us on FQ\D 351/07 Wis s an c‘)]CﬂPr* ﬂeuq ]oour/wa:ﬂ
C(’)f\':n":_'l'!f\m O‘Q V\Aamlu bumacz\DeS and ELSiu‘E?L{ o%eatmckpaﬁ
homes, - U)C ‘QQQ ‘H\a‘}‘ Q Lomp/ex o? ‘lrus. Size u)ouiop
lge ove Pu)ke'mmc‘ yof ‘LL‘S otf“i&ﬂnrb Won rD Janey OJJOUQ.
. homeg. U)Q sDQA(J] dl‘ OQ Jmm*? in_our thck L/q{‘r
cw\cb e Wou cb lOSp =¥ \DJF 059 or*n)ac:\r C‘ld\cb emo\me;ﬂL
\¥ we had 3 S‘LOPQ\P bux\(ﬁbmcﬂa oo ‘oukm\r.) DL LR)Q are.
olso conc erned q\oou‘f The 1qu\er oY zommq

AR ;\Am‘ey\\fs Jrl\ ‘\- oLr‘Fa \)e:r\q-r‘eﬁueﬁ]‘ed ,f\ DQP+1QLL\QP
Yhe  miaimum \()Q'\S"‘a/r\te beﬂ*wééw bu\\dmps anol /
gn\\m‘tmum ‘5\0§€. \v'dr\ﬁj‘ Pm—m.mom weent ﬂ\nrQ\Q‘Gf“
&cm»m\ both P\m Yoo onthis pPoDQ(\‘HF I+ umu\rﬂ
Cx\ga EPU\Q N C’;ut\'Q o bt 0Q¥rc\§g—\o on \“OPES“‘ St

w\\\c.\\ 1'5 onN oo SQ_,\\UD\ ‘DLLS Dot - !\)O ESLLQ"P"\CU\J"‘(—S

Were. rood e ‘l-t'\qj\ Yhae Q,Ol’\c}ts CWiner s wDLLlc!nTZ

fen -\ G :\ + s o Ll+ +Q S’&Uld,eﬁ%'s ’ —»>

The City That Makes A Difference
Page 100 of 138



1' I i : o
- : . R
f Community Design and Development Services %Yop
Warking Together to Baild Oser Conrmmnity

Comment Sheet

108 Yoresi Street- Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendment Application
(File # OY0604, ZC0616)

To return your comments, please either fax (519) 837-5640 or mail to Development and Parks Planning,
City Hall, 59 Carden Strect, Guelph, ON N1H 3A1 or email planning@guelph.ca.
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03/08/2007 17:38 PAX 518 837 6440 TELECOMMUNICATIONS

P Wielissa, -

- ool

Guelph, Ontario
N1G 1H1.

My, Jim Riddell

Director of Planning

Community Design and Development Services
City of Guelph

59 Carden Street

Guelph, Ontario

NI1H 3A1.

Dear Mr Riddell,

I am writing to you concerning a proposal to develop St. Paul’s
school. File number 0P0604,ZC0616.

I have just been informed about the above proposal for 108 Forest
Street. A mixed office and residential use on the eastern portion and
four stacked townhouses on the western poriion.

As a property awner in the St. Paul’s neighbourhood T am afraid I
have to object to this proposal of townhouses and apartments.

The townhouses and apartments are not in keeping with the rest of
the area, either in scale , appearance and height. Green space would be
reduced, which is in complete contrast with the surrounding well-treed
properties. In addition, the plans show the two mature elms being
removed, with no provision for their protection.

There will be a loss of privacy and views for adjoining landowners on
Forest and Dean, with three storey buildings overlooking homes that
are mestly single storey bungalows.

The office use is not compatible with the surrounding residextial
avea., Forest Street is a residential sireet, the abutting properties are
predominantly detached homes and the site is some distance from a
main road (Edinburgh).
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Traific on Forest Street and other neighbourhood streets will be
significantly increased and safety at the intersections of Edinburgh with
Forest and other residential streets will be adversely affected.

Serious issues remain nnanswered about the proposed
streetscape, site drainage, sewage, noise, lighting, parking, snow
removal, sethbacks, buffer strips, retaining walls, fences etc.

As a property owner I do realise that this site kas to be redeveloped.
However, I think the proposal that has been forwarded is not at all
suitable for the area.

1 hope to be kept informed about future notices of any public

meetings relating to this application.

Elizabeth Holohan
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MARITA D. CAMPBELL

Guelph, (D6TnNE ild=
’ ' ' EANJE OEVELOPWENT Services
DELIVERED R . T 'V Ep
May 28, 2007 L
Ay

City of Guelph May 28 2007
59 Carden Street -
Guelph, Ontario Bl
N].H 3A1 E"ﬂ*“ﬂl’.‘rlnqm l —
Artention: Ms. Melissa Castellan EE D —— 1

Flanning & Building Services
Dear Sirs/Mesdames:

Re: Proposed Development St.Paul’s School
File No. OP0604. ZC0616

With respect to the above noted application, I wish to go on record as being strongly
oppased to same in its present form. The reasons are many and varied but not Hnited to, major
change to the character of the neighbourliood resulting in traffic concems, parking, noise, privacy
issnes, loss of green space, decreased property values, to name but a few.

Forost Street is a valve leading into the heart of the University neighbourhood. It is
neither an arterial nor a collector road. Home owners invest in this residential area because of its
unique character and I believe the City of Guelph Planners have an obligation to protect owners’
investments from uses that are incompatible, as is contemplated. Major amendments are Tequirced
to obtain commercial status and a dangerous precedent could be set. I believe the City of
Stratford has a by-Jaw in place whereby old established neighbourhoods are protected from this
type of encroachment.

While | acknowladge that the property will have to be developed, a commercial use
should not operate under the guise of “infill”. Homeowners have a right to quiet enjoyment of
their home and this proposal does absolutely nothing to improve the quality of the
neighbourhood,

T'wonld appreciate being informed as this matter progresses and be put on your mailing

list.
Thank you for your attention to the Toregoing.
Yours very truly,
L//%q/ff,f,n o ﬂ : /égww/zz&
Marita D, Campbell
e Jim Riddell, Director of Plunning

Afayor Koren Farbiridpe
Couneitior Leanne Pipo
Councillor Lise Burcher
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= Gow'’s Bridge

Old Un"iversi[ty Neighbourhood

Residents’ Association Inc.

Lalis -3

Linking the Old Unéversity Neighbmorheod to the Ciry of Guelph since 157

March 10, 2007

0.,
. - P
Mr. James Riddell, Director @( Vi
Community Design and Development Services ’OIL; Tl
City of Guelph P Sy g,
2 Wyndham Street North 4 ;. G‘S? V4an,
Guelph, ON  N1H 4E3 ‘2 Vi,
/4 o

Dear Mr. Riddeli;

Re: 108 Forest Street

Official Plan and Zoning Bylaw Application
File # OP 0604-ZC 0616

Thank you for the apportunity to provide feedback on the proposed development at 108 Forest
Street. We are keen to see this property developed in a way that meets the infill goals so
important today, with the proviso that the project integrates with the existing neighbourhood.
The Old University Neighbourhood Association has a long history of advoeating for the
neighbourhood and assisting with infill developments, with many successes.

The OUNRA has met with a number of neighbours and we are presenting this on behalf of the
neighbourhood. There are a number of concems and issues which should be addressed before
this development goes to council;

1. Commercial Zoning on Residential Streets - It is generally accepted within the City of
Guelph Official Plan that commercial uses will be accommodated on arterial andfor collectar
roads. The intrusion of a business into a residential neighbeourhood, adjacent to a park,
church and single family homes is a precedent setting decision. We have heard that
because the school site is “close” to Edinburgh Road, there is some merit to considering
cormynerciat zoning. We submit to you that there are five detached homes between
Edinburgh and the school site, and that it is not close enough to warrant a major high-traffic
use. A limited suite of medical offices could be considered an asset to the neighbourhood if
zoning was restricied to this use. The current proposal is guite different from the concepts
discussed in the Community Improvement Plan a few years ago.

2. Planned Uses for the Existing Building - The application is quite vague about final uses
and final design regarding the original structure and the additions planned. At the recent
community meeting, it was stated that 40% of the existing building would become medical
offices. There were no specifications as to what type of businesses might occupy the other

60% of the building. This is critical as once a structure is up, there seems to be little to be
done if uses change.
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The proposed residential units were described as 2100 sq f units with a target market and
price point at $400,000. This is consistent with the price and size of detached dwellings in
the area. This price range is not a deterrent for conversion o student housing with four
students per unit. The flip side te this argument is that neighbours had hoped for units that
wauld be geared for the senior “aging-in-place” market, however, this $400K price point
would not be suitable for seniors who are downsizing from single-family homes.

3. Urban_Design - It is extremely important that infill developments are strest-friendly. The
proposed design furns its back on the neighbourhood, rather than integrating and becoming
part of it. The front of the former school is a parking garage, and this is the most visible
streetscape feature. The stacked townhouses are interior to the site, surrounded by parking,
and the most prominent architectural features are more garages. According to “The
Planning Partnership® retained by the city to develop the Old University and Centennial
Communify Improvement Plan, good urban design: a) promotes consistency and a sense

- of continuity, b} reflecis and acknowledges and supports the existing character, and c) finds
a balance belween the public's objeciives and...the ability of developers to deliver the vision
in built form”.

4. Community Improvement Plan - the proposed development does NOT meet the siated
principles for development of the St. Paul's school site in the “Alternative Development
Concepts and Design Criteria” document that formed part of the Community Improvement
Plan for the Old University and Centennial Neighbourhoods. As an active participant in the
CIP process, the OUNRA supported basic concepts of the plan, including alternative design
concepts for the school site, because it specifically identified the following key features:

a) "New buildings to be sited to reinforce the street edge and complement the park”.
b} “a direct connection between the school property and the church”,

¢) “identification of locations for mixed use development such as arterial roads or major
irtersection”,

During the public meeting, residents were led to believe that the CIP was approved by
Council, and that the design concepts of the St Paul's site were consistent with the
proposed application. Upon reviewing the CIP, the proposed development does not reflect
the design aliernatives that were proposed by the community. Neither Option A nor Option
B proposes medical offices, apariments and townhouses ALL on the same site in the
canfiguration that is being proposed.

5. OQOfficial Plan - Guelph’s official plan encourages and permiis the integration of medium
density housing into existing neighbourhoods, such as apariments and fownhouses,
“provided they are compatible in terms of building farm, massing, appearanee and siting
with buildings in the immediate vicinity”. We do not believe the proposed three and a half
story apariment and townhouse blocks respect this policy.

6. Parking Areas - The number of parking spaces is more than is required, and important
green space is eliminated. The parking area abuts the play area of the preschool which
operates from the adjacent church, with no bufier in between. There is a great deal of
concern about the petential for patrons of the new development to park on Forest Street
because it will be more convenient than parking in the lot.
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Further to this, the developer indicated that the parking lot would be it af night. The parking
lots are in the backyards of existing homes, and neighbours are fearful that even downward-
facing lighting will create an impact on their rear yards.

7. Height and Setbacks - The proposed sethacks are insufficient. The height overwhelms ihe
neighbouring houses, many of which are single story. The proposed new units would be
visible behind the existing dwellings and overwhelm them, most significantly the small
bungalow to the east of the proposed schaol/offices/apartments. Quite simply, they are too
tall and the windows and balconies of the third-story uniis would impact directly on the
privacy of existing backyards.

A number of setbacks require major varlances. This demonstrates that the project is

overbuilt. Reducing setbacks compounds the impact of three-story buildings on the
- neighbourhood.

8. Front Addition -The addition of a parking garage to the front of the existing school building
will be three-stories high, and is incompatible with the neighbourhood and existing
streetscape. It protrudes further than most homes and reduces green space. The parking

garage cuts off the facility from the street and the community. The “front” of the existing
school should not be modified.

9. Heritage and Transition - A number of residences on Forest Street are listed on the City of
Guelph Inventory of Heritage Structures as herilage houses, namely 88, 100 and 106
Forest. These are three of seven similarly identified houses on Forest Street listed in the
inventory. The aesthetics of these buildings will be compramised by this development.

The whole concept of introducing new uses into a neighbourhood should require a more
gradual transition from the new to the existing use. There is no consideration for proper
transition in this proposal.

10. Eill, Snow Removal and Drainage Issues - Harcourt Church currently must deal with
gxcessive runoff at times. Plans are not sufficlently detailed to assure the neighbourhood
that fill, snow removal and drainage impacts will be adequately addressed. We request that
detailed site plans be made available to the community with respect to these issues.

11. Traffic Impact - Increased traffic flows from this development will create safety issues. The
left-tumn onto Edinburgh will become even more of a preblem. Surrounding city streefs will
also be impacted by more congestion. In fact, Option A in the Alternative Design Concept
portion of the GIP proposed that Forest Street be closed adjacent to Hugh Guthrie Park and
rerouted to meet up with Bellevue Street to improve traiffic management with lights at
MunicipalfEdinburgh.

12.Water and Sewer Impact - The impacts on the well on Edinburgh and sewage capacity
have not been adequately addressed.
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13. Green Space - No attempt or assurances have been made {o preserve existing trees on
the site. These are not ordinary frees - they are mature elms, survivors of Duich Eim
disease, and it is our understanding that they have been used in the past to collect seeds
for the Liniversity of Guelph Elm Recovery Project.

The amount of green space or amenity space shown in the plan is minimal and we are not
satisfied that the amount is adequate. The paich of grass shown on the plan is surrounded
by parking spaces. Tall trees are important, and the development should preserve the trees
on the site as well as maximizing green space.

14. Public Notice - The information meeting that was held 22 February 2007 was well
atiended by those residents who had received notice despite there being only one week
notice. This speaks to the concern the residents have for their neighbouhood and its

- direction. Many residents beycnd the 120m nolification limit have indicated that they wished
they had received notification as they would have atiended this public meeting.

Once again, thank you for the opportunity to provide fesdback. As always, the Old University

Neighbourhood Residents' Assoclation is always willing to sit down with the developer and city
staff to discuss these concerns.

Yours Sincerely,

4 Bl

Mark Balley, Vice President
Old University Nelghbourhiood Residents’ Assoclation

Guelph, On

cc: Mayor Karen Farbridge
cc: Coungcillor Lise Burcher
cc: Councilior Leanne Piper
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Fo.cy
Mr, James R.iddeli, g:i?gz‘;rlnn_,_.___. ] CO’[\.‘[{"']L”"I i L‘L—‘“‘—""‘i ’L\ND
Director of Planning, R BEVELOPMENT S
Community Design and Development Services, o =RVICES
City of Guelph MAR ¢ 4 2007

59 Carden Street
Guelph, ON, NIH 3A1

Dear Mr. Riddell:

Re: Proposal 1o redevelop St. Paul’s School (File # OP0604, ZC0616)

We recently moved to Guelph, and chose to purchase a house in the Old University
neighbouwhood. We were drawn to the mature trees and quiet streets of the neighbourhood. Our
house is located on the cul-de-sac on Maple Street and we caa see St. Paul’s School from the
back of our house. We are very concerned about the scope of this development and its impact on

our community by increasing traffic, decreasing green space, and changing the character of our
neighbourhood.

While we realize that the site requires redevelopment, the current proposal (as presented at the

public meeting on February 22 at Harcourt United Church) is objectionable for the following
reasons:

1. The intensity and @y of the proposed development is not at all in keeping with the
character of this restd€ntial area. The proposed building is three storeys high, and will
tower over the bungalows and two storay homes surrounding it.

2. The proposed office space is not in keepin,ig,'r with the residential nature ofthe area, It will
bring noise, air and light pollution to an area that is far from a major street.

3. The proposed condominiums and to@ses are not in keeping with the surrounding
single family homes in appearance, height or scale.

4. There will be a significant loss of privacy and atiractive views for adjoining landowners
on Forest, Dean and Maple Streets, with three storey buildings overlooking one and two
storey homes.

3. T@ on Forest Street will be significantly increased and will have a negative impact for
thedrivers, cyclists and pedestrians in this community. We are particularly concerned
about the safety of the intersection at Forest and Edinburgh.
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B, @1 spaee will be significantly reduced. This proposed development is not in keeping
witlf the well-treed lots surrounding it. As well, the plan requires the removal of two
mature elm trees.

7. Thers are many serious issues and unanswered questions about the proposed streetscape,
s_lte_@,age, seEwage, pa_r_k_s&gv_s.,ctbaclzks, bufter strips e&c.

As the parents of young children, we would not have chosen to buy a house that backed onto a

busy parking lot in 2 commercial area. We have huge concems about the future safety and
character of this neighbourhood.

Sincerely,
( .. ;QQ -
David Pearl Naonmu Theodor

cC Mayor Karen Farbridge
Councillor Lise Burcher
Councillor Leanne Piper
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Director —— o
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MAR 1 2 2007
N Guelph.ON

Develonman:

Mr. James Riddell,
Director of Planning, - ot e e o
Community Design and Development Services, COMMLHITY ZESIGN AND

City of Guelph, DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
59 Carden St.,

Guel;[:]l:, %‘N MAR U 9 2007

NTH 3A1

Dear Mr. Riddell:

This is in reference fo the proposal to develop 5t. Paul's School af 108 Forest St.,
Guelph. (File # OP0404, ZC0416)

Qur residence is located on the Maple Street cul-de-sac, adjacent fo the parking lot
for Harcourt Church and across the parking lof from the propesed St. Paul School
property development. As properly owners, we want to ensure that any development
that takes place in that location is congruent with the nnfure,ofxghe neighbourhood

with a respect for green space and with a concern for The@ problems that will
arise from a development of the proposed intensity.

The following are our concerns about the proposal as presented in the written
documents we received from the City and from the presentation at the public meeting
held on February 22nd at Harcourt Church.

1. The proposed development is foo intense for the nature of this residential
neighbourhood.
The proposed condominium buildings elevation at three stories in height is
higher than any of the other residences in the area.

2. The cffice use that is proposed is not compatible with the residential nature of
the area. Our current view of a green space will be replaced by the backside of
parking gorages.

3. The second and third stories proposed fo be added fo the school will mean

interference with our site |j e area gnd, interference with the sun lighi for
b ha Ll - LU

our back yard and garden.
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4. The increased amount of iraffic incurred by the intensity of the site will cause
major iraffic problems on Forest Sireet especially at the Forest/Edinburgh
infersection where there is no traffic light. This is alréady o significantly
hazardous intersection; additional traffic will only add to the danger and
difficulty of furning on fo Edinburgh Road.

3. Clorification hos net been provided with respect fo the City owned efl™and
pumping station which is locuied adjacent to the proposed development. There
were unanswered questions concerning site drainage and sewage capocity.

6. Access fo the proposed development appears to he very narrow in ferms of
access for fire, snow and garboge removal vehicles.

7. The minimum distances between buildings and lot froniages appear to be in
deference to the four City guidelines s bullet points on pages 3 and 4 of the
document made available before the public meeting.

We wish o draw your afiention to these specific concerns that we have with respect to
this proposed development.

Yours iruly,

TNk Woldren Aetéa Acttrim

Mark Waldron Wilda Waldron

c.c. The Mayor, City of Guelph
Councillor Leanne Piper

Counciller Lise Burcher
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March 11%, 2007

Mr. Jim Riddell,
Director of Planning,

Community Design and Development Services, COMMUNITY DESIGN AND

City of Guelph, DEVELOPMENT SE

59 Carden Sireet, On N1H 3A1 PMENT SERVICES
MAR 1 4

Dear Mr Riddeli: 2007

Re: Proposal to develop St Paul’s school { File #0P0604, ZC0616)

T appreciate and agree the above-mentioned site needs to be redeveloped, allowing
the developers to profit on their investment, as they are rightfully entitled to do. I also
understand and support the city’s efforts 1o fulfil the province’s wish for approximately
4% of our future growth to be obtained through city infill lots. However, I believe there
needs lo be compromises to the existing proposal lo allow for:

a) preserving the integrily of a long standing-residential area, inhabited by many who
have been in their homes for 35+ years

b} protecting the safety of pedestrians and cyclists from the inevitable, increased traffic
flow created by this intensive building plan.

c) retaining more green space lo compliment the surrounding, well-treed properties and
also preserving two elm trees, critical to the University of Guelph studies, as being
identified having & natural resistance to the devastating Duteh elm disease.

While I would agree the conceptual plan is attractive; may I suggest once this is
extracted from paper and physically applied to this small site, aesthetically it now
becomes a white elephant. T would ask all those involved in the decision process to be
please take the time to participate In one simple, but critically important exercise.

Simply drive this mature residential street to St. Pauls 2.2 acre parcel and envision
offices, topped by 9 apartments, with four additional stacked lownhouses (3 foors) and
an additional 107 parking spots! Sit for a moment and also imagine the possibility of
80 to 100 people (reasonable estimate based on square footage of units and apartments)

and assuming everyone has just one car (very conservative) 100 cars coming and going.
Would you approve of this on the street where you live?

Also, what would prevent these 2100 square foot town homes from housing 4 to 5
students each? The purchase price would nol, as has been sugpested 10 us. This can be
confirmed by the purchase of other expensive homes in the old university area, nsed
exclusively for student rental. We currently live in harmony with many student homes on
our street, this is not the issue. It is the potential, concentration of so many on one site!
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You will quicldy see why our neighbourheod is alarmed and outraged that this
proposal has come this far, and we will not accept it and are prepared to battle. It is
clearly not in harmony, nor sensitive to a mature, residential area, which is predominately
bungalows. Please make this effort to walk the 2.2 acres and imagine this impact.

Now, take a short drive, one block south to Dean to a much larger parcel of land
at the end of Woodside (old Hamill property). Here you will find approximately 4 acres
that will house approximately 6 residential homes, sitling on large lots, totally compatible
with the area. [How can the city now consciously approve an additional 80 to 100 people,
with as many cars, living and working on the small 2.2 acre Forest parcel, with total
disregard to the peacc and safety of the quiet, mature surroundings of our neighbourhood?

I have listed, in priority order, my concems over this particular development
mode! and would appreciate your comments.

1} Concern: First and foremost, it is my persona! opinion, the office use component is
not at all compatible with the surrounding residential use, Forest Street is a mature,
residential street; the abutting properiies are predominantly detached homes and the plan
does not adequately provide for a transition between the development and the
surrounding area. The site is also some distance from Edinburgh, a principal road,
creating additional traffic and safety issues.

Consideration: There are other sites directly on Edinburgh North and South, with
existing, surrounding office/residential/commercial uses that would better be suited for
these proposed medical/professional offices. If it is the city’s desire to satisfy the
province’s mandate of having people live and work in their neiphbourhoods, which I
believe is a preat concept, rather than plant offices on a mature, residential street, with
absolutely no professional offices, I would suggest that zone changes appropriate for such
offices be considered in an area a short distance away on Edinburgh, which is already
integrated with such uses.

2) Concern: The townhouse and apartment residential development is not in keeping
with the existing streetscape, either in scale, appearance or height. I feel more
compromises nmst be made reparding projection of style and character

Consideration: I believe the site would suit a footprint, similar to the Woodside one
described above with homes on large lots. As evidenced by sales in our neighbourhood,
most recently, an older 1700 square foot, Forest Street bungalow sold within days for
$372,000, there is a real desire [or purchasers (o live here, conlirming a market for the
developer and builder to profit from such a building model. ‘I'he neighbours would
support and assist the builder with such a plan.
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3) Concern: Traffic on Forest and other neighbourhood streets will be significantly
increased, by the office use component and high density living . Safety (already an issue
for pedestrians) at the intersections of Edinburgh and Forest will be adversely affected.

Consideration: Remove the office component and concentrate only on the residential
side of the project, which deserves a concerted effort for a win/win situation for City,

developer and neighbours.

Thank you in advance for your lime taken to physically view this property as
suggested above, with a critical eye as to its impact.

Yours truly,

Trudy Dickinson,

Guelph, Ont. .

P.S.  Atthough I fall outside your metre requirement for notices re updates and
meetings, please immediately place me on the mailing list to be kept informed. This
particular proposal will dramatically impact neighbours, much father that then the
required 120 metered radius. Thank you .

cc: Mayor Karen Farbridge : mayor@guelph.ca
Councillor Lise Burcher: lise.burcher(@guelph.ca
Councilor Leanne Piper: leanne.piper{@guelph.ca
Director of Planning: jim.riddell@guelph.ca
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March 9, 2007

pAR = = .
Mr. Jim Riddel, COMMUNITY DESIGN AND
Director of Planning, City of Guelph DEVELOFMENT SERVICES
Community design and Development Services
59 Carden Street MAR 4 2007
Guelph, On
N1H 3A1

re: file #0P0604, ZC0616 — Development of 5t Paul's school 108 Forest Sireet
Dear Mr. Riddeli,

Thank you for your recent information package on the proposed redevelopment of St
Paul's school.

While | understand that this area, now vacated by the Wellington County Catholic District
School Board, needs to be developed, 1 am concerned about several facets of the
proposed redevelopment scheme.

a) As a property owner in the St Paul's area, | am concerned over the proposed height
of the townhouses. There are no buildings taller than two stories in the ares
bounded by Water Street to College, Gordan to Edinburgh, and none but one story
buildings in the area immediately surrounding 108 Forest Street. The site of the
proposed stackad townhouses is at the apex of a hill. Thus, the height would be
exaggerated for anyone looking at the complex from the north, and the roofs would

tawer against the skyline. From the south, the taller structures would obstruct the
skyline and interfere with the view.

b) A development of higher density housing and commercial premises on Forest would
increase traffic and exacerbate an already dangerous situation on Edinburgh,
where traffic turning left onto Forest from southbound Edinburgh, or traffic turning
left onto southbound Edinburgh from Forest, has a limited view of the oncoming
traffic. There are traffic lights at the intersection, but they do not miiigate the
dangers of furning left just before the apex of a hill where drivers cannot see what
is approaching from the south side of the hill. Add to this increased traffic flow

commensurate the proposed development and there is likely to be several bad
accidents per year at the site.

c) There seems to be no transition between the proposed development and the
surrounding area. The local residents, then, would lose green space and the
structures would be anomalous in the mature, well-treed neighbourhood.

d) The proposed development is not in keeping with Guelph's established pattern of
commercial development, where business are kept to major streets. It is entirely
inappropriate to locate commercial (office) space a hundred or more feet off
the nearest major street in the middle of a residential area.
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e)' item d) sets an uncomfortable precedent.

f 1 am worried about the increased traffic patterns in an area where the traffic flow is
already substantial. Increased density vis a vis four townhouses in a small footprint
and the day and early evening traffic which cames with an office space, will create
a dangerous situation for the children who use the park directly adjacent and
who cross the street to and from the park.

g) Further, there would be confusion and/or problems relating to insufficient parking
spaces for guests of the townhouses, users of the commercial building, and those
who park to play recreational baseball and soccer in the field adjacent.

h) I am concerned about the disturbance to the natural watershed, which now is
buffered by grass and gradient sloping. Will a flatter, asphalt covered in-fill create
drainage problems for those homes which border the proposed redevalopment?

) | arn concerned about light peollution from the commercial development, parking
lot, and the increased densily of homes.

Consequently, | ask that you consider redeveloping the site at 108 Forest Street with
residential homes, the density and aesthetics of which are more in keeping with the homes
in the already established area.

Gertainly, | would like to be sent nofice of future meetings relating to this application.

Geaffrav Little

éuelnh. On

cc.  Mayor Farbridge
Councillors Burcher and Piper
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. DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
March 14, 2007 : MAR 15 2007
Mr. Jim RiddeH
City Planning Department

Guelph, ON

Re: 108 Forest Strest- Official Plan and Zoning Bylaw Application File# OP
0604-ZC 0616

Dear Mr. Riddel],

We appreciate that the stated deadline for the submission of comments on the abave identified zoning
bylaw application has passed but we have just returned from a number of weeks outside of the country
and only now have an opportunity to provide a response to the development proposat for the 108
Forest Street site. We trust that you will consider our concerns along with the ather responses you will
have already received.

We have read and almost entirely endorse the points made in the submission you received from the
Old University Neighbourhood Residents® Association. They substantially reflect our reaction to the
development proposal. Like the Association, we support reasonable approaches to increasing the
degree of housing density in our cities. Such steps are necessary if we are to reduce our collective
impact on the environment. In principle, we support any reasonable plan to build in-fill housing where
there are significant amounts of open space not intended for public recreational use.

While the Association document speaks well for our position on the proposed development on Forest
Street, there are a numnber of particular points we would like {o stress.

1. Apphieation to change zoning designation from “general residentinl” to “mixed office-
residentin’. We are strongly opposed to any change in the zoning designation, This area of
the city is clearly a residential area consisting exclusively of family dwellings (outside of the
former school and Harcourt United Clurch). The area should remain as such. Allowing the
change requested would, in the longer run, significantly alter the character of the
neighbourhood and would make it much more likely that there will be a firture further shift
from mixed office-residential to commercial in the next round of applications. The school site
is a considerable distance from the commercial area at the Edinburgh-Forest intersection and
cannot reasonably be seen as an extension of that area. Qur plea it to keep the school site as a
residential zone only.

!d

Scale of the propesed buildings. In the context of the neighbourhood, the scale of the
buildings for the site is massive, They severely dominate atl the surrounding houses. The
enlargement of the school structure will very seriously overshadow the smal] house
immediately to the east of the site. The school is already set closs to the sastern boundary but
at its current single story it fits reasonable well with the small, cottage-like house next daor.
To add two full stories and then build higher to achieve a pilched roof will make the structure
tower above its immediate neighbouss, including our house which is two doors down from the
site, Such & large building is entirely unsuitable for the area.

The proposed townhouses are zlso very large and they too are sited close to the property line.
At three stories, with additional height to achieve a pitched roof, the townhouses are much oo
tall and will impact negatively on the existing houses immediately adjacent to them. In
winter, structures of this height so close 1o some of the houses on Dean Avenue could mean
that these existing homes will be deprived of sun. Further, the families in these homes would
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clearly lose all sense of privacy. Two story structures would be in keeping with the existing
scale of the local ares which is almost entirely comprised of single story homes.

3. Adverse impact on traffic density. The proposed development will significantly increase the
traffic using Forest Street, Even without additional housing, this street is already busy for a
non-arterial road. 1t is one of the key ingress streets for the larger neighbourhood providing
access for traffic coming from the south end (including Stone Road Mall) to homes between
Edinburgh and Gordon and north of Dean. The main impact of the development will most
seriously affect the egress from Forest onto Edinburgh. That particular intersection is a very
challenging one that many of us in the neighbourhood already avoid, particularly if we are
turning left onto Edinburgh. A left turn at this intersection is very difficult because of the fast
moving traffic on Edinburgh, the hill to the south of Forest that obscures on-coming vehicles
for those waiting at the intersection and the Jarge number of entry paints onto Edinburgh
within a very short distance of the intersection with Forest, The inevitable result is that most
users of the development will do what we residents already do: use Talbot and University to
get onto College and back to Edinburgh.

Problems with traffic would be significantly alleviated if the proposed office use was not
permitted and the number of residences was scaled back Lo a more reasonable rumber.

4. Risk of turning the development into n student ghetto, We understand that the developer is
not attempting to build housing for students. The aim is for 2 higher standard of dwelling, We
applaud this attitude. However, Forest Street is already home to a number of houses
purchased by people who then rent to students, Sometimes the oceupants of these houses
create problems of noise or fail to look after the property. Trying to deal with these issues
through absentee landlords is never easy. From our perspective, the component of the
development at greatest risk of ending up in student housing is the addition of the apartments
above the proposed clinic facility. We understand that at the public meeting about the
development (which took place while we were away) the claim was the probable occupants of
these apariments would be staff in the offices below. This is highly uniikely. In our view,
students are the most likely tenants of such housing in this area. We already heve several
student houses on this block; to add more would ba unforiunate.

We would fike to thank you for considering our response to the proposal even though the deadline for
submissions is past. In closing, we would endorse the Residents’ Association’s offer to enter into
discussions with the developer to explore alf of our concems and to develop strategies to create new
housing that is more suitable for the existing neighbourhood context.

Yours truly, '
/gmw, * N GWL“—] @OM
Bruce and Nancy Ryan

Guelph, ON

cc: Mayar Farbridge
cc: Coungillor Lise Burcher
cc: Countillor Leanne Piper
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Remhard & Waltraud Hasselwander March 6" 2007

To: ' DEVELOQPMENT SERVH
Karen Farbridge, Mayor City of Guelph
Jim Riddel, Director of Planning Gity of Guelph MAR U 8 2007

Melissa Castellan, Senior Development Planner City of Guelph
Lise Burcher, Councillor City of Guelph
Leanne Piper, Councillor City of Guelph

Re: 108 Forest Street, Proposal to develop the former St. Paul's school area.

Let me start out by saying that we are not against development, as long as the
development is compatible with the flavour and character of the neighborhood
that developrment wants to become part of.

We understand that there is an appilication before the city to re-develop the
former St. Paul school area.

The proposed development in our estimation is not within the character of the
Forest 5t. — Dean Ave. area, and three story buildings are out of “place”.

A" Barber Estate” type development would be much more in keeping with the
existing 1 and 2 story family homes in appearance, height and scale, instead of
four- 3 story high residential buildings dominating the area.

The same concem holds true for the office-residential building under
consideration.

We cannat comment on the traffic that this type of development will generate, but
we are sure that the City of Guelph Traffic Division will have conducted a traffic
impact study and will proceed to the satisfaction of all residents concerned on
Forest St. as well as the surrounding area.

There are several other areas of concem that need to be addressed for the
mutual benefit of the existing property owners in the ST. Paul's neighborhood as
well as the new owners of 108 Forest Street.

There s not sufficient green space and landscaped area to allow surface water to
be absorbed and returned to the aquifer. By increasing the buffer zones from 7.5
to 10 mir's. this would allow for a greater landscaped area, and instead having all
the rainwater go down the drain as it were, we the citizens of Guelph would all
benefit from an increased ground water supply.

This would necessitate installing an earth berm and or a swale from the south-
west comer to the south-east corner of the 108 Forest St. property halfway
between the residential property,- parking lot , and the existing fence line.

LMY REGIGR AND DEVELGPMENT SERVICES
i RECEIVED

Division | Acten | Bo Seen
Jaehen 1
Direcior |

MAR 0 & 2007
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There is not a sufficient large enough area set aside 1o allow for snow deposit.
Any snow removed from the access area to, and from the 31 parking spaces in,
the south-east corner will certainly end up on top of, or being pushed against the
existing fence, or will end up in the property of the present owners. Any salt or ice
thawing agent used, will therefore end up on our properties as well, and by
nature such is detrimental to any existing plant material.

We hereby propose that the 31 parking spaces be reduced to 21 in order to allow
for a sufficient buffer zone and for snow deposit.

The removal of the two mature trees on the subject property Is certainly not in
keeping with the green outlook of our Mayor Karen Farbridge and our present
city council and therefore needs to be addressed in order to make sure that said
trees are not removed or harmed by any excavations in any way, shape or form.
The overall development needs to go back to the drawing board, especially in
view of the fact that we have 3 story buildings overlooking the whole
neighborhood, and, that we have serious landscape problems that need fo be
taken care of.

We are sure that you as the guardians of our city will do your utmost to address
the concerns of those who share the area with the new owners of 108 Forest St
Please do inform us of any future meetings relating to this application.

Yours truly,
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COMisTY o SiAN AND
M. Jim Riddell, MCIP DEVELOPMENT SERVICE:
Director of Planning, )
Community Design and Development Services MAR u 9 2007
City of Guelph
Dear Mr. Riddell,
As property owners of | -, just outside the 120 meire line from the proposed

redevelopment of St. Paul’s School (File#0P0604, ZC0616), we wish to inform you of
our gpposition to this plan for the following reasons:

. 1. Th@ of the proposed buildings is too high. The increased vehicul iR
engendefed by both commercial and residential use at all times of the day Woald
create severe traffic problems on a formerly quiet street (Forest), and add heavily
to the traffic problems at Edinburgh and Forest. The entry to the project is narrow
and any service vehicles would encounter difficulties, especially when snowbanks
oceur. The plan appears to include litlle if any génsﬁce, in sharp contrast to the
rest of the well established gardens surrounding it

2. Several changes to current building by-laws are requested. These changes would
make the proposed buildings too iall for the existing neighbourhood of
bungalows and two storey single-family houses. Changes to by-laws governing
setbacks would create dark tunnels with little potential for greenspace. The taller

buildings would Impact on sunlight and privacy for the residenis in nearby
hornes.

3. Serious questions remain unanswered in this proposal, concerning site drainage,
sewage in relation to the pumping station on Edinburgh, noise, lighting, setbacks,
fences, elc. —

For the above reasons, we urge you to examine this proposal very carefully and to
consider a less intensively developed alternative, to preserve the nature of the
neighbourhood and avoid foture problems.

Yours sincerely, Jog and Averil Jany

COMM

UNITHY DESng AND DEVELOF‘MENT SERVICES
Divisinn LY =P
L =an

Diracine

Cc Mayor Karen Farbridge
Councilor Lise Burcher
Councilor Leanne Piper

m

Davilnnimg b - ——
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COMMUNITY DESIGN AND
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

I aﬁ%&ﬂg Zglymvide my comments on the proposed redevelopment of the former St. Paul School
property on Forest Street. I am doing this as one of the 3 optometrist owners of Edinburgh Optometry
Clinic which borders the proposed development on the west side and as an old university resident at

Judging from the cormnents, questions etc. from the information meeting at Harcourt Church
this issue should be a hot oge in the neighborhood for the next few months and the Old University
Residents Ascociation, Ward 5 councilors and local residents will devote considerable time and energy to
this issue. Based on the meeting I know I am going against the tide of the immediate neighbors when I say
that in general I believe that the proposed development has many merits especially given the constraints o
our new Places to Grow environment but that the development needs to have constructive input to
minimize the impact on the immediate residential neighbours.

Some perspectives looking at the development from various viewpoints. i.e. wearing different hats

A) As the owner of . _ At the present time I cannot see that the developroent will
impact our office/property in any way except positively. Here are a few potential positives. ( and I reserve
the right to come up with negatives at a jater date should any come to mind)

1) Some of the residents of the proposed development could find their way to our
office for optometric services which we would welcome.

2) There could be some referrals/synergy generated from the Family doctors and other
offices in the mecdical/office component of the development.

3) In general more people will know where our office is located which is good for
business. )

4) One of the proposed stacked townhouses will have many windews viewing onto
our parking Jot. This gives more “eyes on the sireet” which will add an element of increased security to
the parking lot and the back of our building. This is especially welcome although in over 3 yesrs at this
location we have only had one minor episode of vandalism when some unknown perpetrators bent our
beloved bicycle rack.

B) As a potential tenant/owner of proposed office space: I would have concerns about the amount of
parking space dediceted to the commercial portion of the development and would argue that it may not be
enough. My rough calculation based on the square footage is that if the entire commercial space was used
as medical clinics that there would need to be 96 parking spaces. If there were 2 doctors per unit there
wonld need to be 2 x 6 x 6 =72 parking spaces based on 6 spaces per practitioner. At the information
session it was indicated that some offices would be medical, others perhaps lawyers or accountants thus
somewhat reducing the parking needs. How could this be controlled? T have visions of the overflow
parking on Forest Strect and wopder if that is desirable?

As an aside — I had the impression from the meeting that Dr. Friars and his family practice would be
moving to the new development although when ] recall the meeting 1 note that he never said that directly.
I would be mare comfortable if the main investor was also going to be occupying the building.

C) As a potential purchaser of a cluster townhouse: 1) Would not like that there is no apparent sidewalk
out to Forest Street. '

2) Would be concerned that patrons of the commercial portion might park in the
visitors parking areas or even park in front of garage especially in the case of the condo closest to Forest
Street. Would want to know more about how this would be controlled.
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1) These condos are very appealing in terms of the buildings themsé{vcs, the
individual units and the great location within the city but the setting is less appealing.
4) Would prefer if there was a separate driveway for the 4 condo units.

D) As a neighbour on Forest Street or Dean Avenue: Would have concerns about whether or not these
new residences would view into my backyard etc.

There were a number of general themes that the neighbours brought forward at the meeting.

Students. The Old University area has its share of student accomrmodation I believe it considerably less
likely that this development will become inhabited by many students than other parts of the neighborhood
and have 3 points on this issue.

1) the high occupancy cost of the stacked townhouses. This cost includes the cost of the
condo, condo fees and high property taxes that will go with these properties will make it
unaffordable for all but the wealthiest students. The largest units will have 3 bedrooms
plus a den which could be a 4" bedroom. The vast majority of students now days grew ug
with there own bedroom and do not want to share a bedroom. It is a lot more likely that
an jrresponsible /absentee landlord will buy a 3 bedroom bungalow for less and put 3
students up and 3 in the basement. It would be more worrisome if the property was filled
with conventional townhouses. I believe that there is & potential market for this
development among, people who already live in the neighbourhood but wish to move to a
condo. At present there are very few options within the neighbourhood for people who
wish to stay in this area.

2) Even if some units are inhabited by students, condo corporations are usually effective at
policing themselves.

1) Are university students really the boogieman that some would have us believe? I think no
and like the current cross section of people including students in the neighbourhood. I do
not want to live in a ghetto of any kind and believe that this development would help to
keep the neighborhood diverse,

Traffic: There will be increased traffic but I do not see this as & prablem. Most people driving to the
proposed development will enter off Edinburgh to Farest. This will create incressed traific on the short
distence from Edinburgh to the proposed development. Upon leaving the property most people will leave
by the same route, For vehicles turning right it is usually a fairly quick right turn except at rush bour whe
there may be a short wait. Turning left is more problematic and at times can result in a longer wait,
Patrons end residents of the proposed development will learn to drive through the neighbourhood and taks
other routes out. For example , if I was leaving the development to go south [ would make my way
through the area to College Ave. and go left or right depending on where I wished to go. One of the
beauties of this neighbourhood is that there are many ways to exit the neighbourhood. City staff would
need to monitor this post development as promised at the information session and address any problems
with traffic calming measures ete. This was already promised at the information meeting.
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Philosophically speaking: Almost everyone these days is against urban sprawl, The alternative is higher
densities and, in older areas, infill. In some ways the newer sections of the old university neigbbourhood
are some of the original sprawl in Guelph. Look at the size of lots in general in the old university area. Do
we, in this neighborhoad, need to do our part to increase densities in the interest of the “larger
community”? Ope conld argue that given our projected population growth in the next 30 years that the
proposed density of this development is not high enough. Where within the city will we find enough infill
spece to accommodate the 40% of population growth that is to be in built up area? I will predict that 10+
years from now the city will realize that old infills such as this one ( if built ) are not dense enough and ,
therefore, future infills will need to have cven bigher densities.

There are many benefits to increased density and this and other infill developments should be used to
“gell” Guelphites on those many benefits. As one small example, I noted in the comments section of the

, Old University and Centennial Neighbourhood Community improvement Plan that one resident wished
there to be a good butcher shop that they could walk to in the area. This is an example a local business
that needs & critical mass of people in the area to be viable. Denser communities could help to make this
type of thing happen.

Robert E. Miller
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Guelph

Ontario’
9 March 2007
Melissa Castellan COMM 187y ¢~
Senior Development Planner INLIMITY LEsInN AND

Community Design and Development Services DEVELCAMENT 528y CES
City of Guelph - e

59 Carden Street, M2 L 8307

Guelph, Ontaric N1H 3A1

Dear Ms Castellan,

Thank you for the notice about the application to develop the schoo! property at

108 Forest Street. | went to the Meeting at the church in February and spoke
about my objections.

I grew up a few doors over on Dean and then moved away for some years. |
bought this house at last fall and came back to the neighbourhood
because of the yards and what | thought was a school yard right behind me. |
had no idea there was going to be ali this development. | thought | was going to
have quiet back yard.

There will be far too much going on in the school yard and building. Traffic on this
street is already bad and all the traffic from the development will make it much
worse.

With all the changes on the school property and the school being higher than our
yards | am worried about the drainage affecting my property.

We can't foresee what is going to happen with the houses. They are totally
different from the current housing and will take away from the neighbourhood. It
will not be a quiet neighbourhood any more.

/}} .'
77

"

L.
“Gilbert Ciriningham

Copy to Mayor Karen Farbridge , Councillors Lise Burcher and Leanne Piper
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g % Harcourt Memorlal Ulute& CllUICI‘L

87 Dean Avenue, Guelph, Ontario NI1G 113
Tel. {519) 824-4177; Fax (519} 824-94458
Email: offico@harcourtue.ca We}:site: www.hareonoeeen

Rev. Monica Moore. - Rev, Dr. Paul Gilroy

o : _ Oy
Mr. James Riddell, DEVEL O TY DESIaN apir

Director of Planning, - . MENT Sk -
City of Guelph . ' MAR 2007

o™ March 2007
Deaer Riddell,

1 am writing as chair of the Board of Trustees of Harcourt Memorial Umted Church in
connection with the proposed redevelopment of St. Paul’s School on Forest Street. One
of the duties of the Board of Trustees is to ensure that the fabric of the church be -
maintained in the best and most responsible manner possible.

Our main concern in this regard pertains to drainage from the St Pand’s School site,
especially during spring. Over they years we have experienced regular flooding via the.
back ddor of the church and inte a substantial portion of the ground floor corridor. We
have a number of engineers in our congregation who agree that the cause of this flooding -
is the run-off from St. Paul’s School. T had the opportunity to attend the public meetmg
on 22 February and raised this concern. The response I received from a city engiueer
that drainage issues would be manaped internally to the St. Paul’s property was not
reassuring, Two members of the Property Committee of Harcourt Church-who also
attended the meeting were equally not convinced. Given the fact that the majority of the
site will be paved, what reassurances can the city and ’the developer pmwde that ru.u-off
can in far:t be dealt with mlemally?

A second concern refates to parkmg in the vicinity of the redevelopment. It appears that
there is to be continuing access from the church into the St. Paul’s site. We can envisage -
‘that a number of penpla will opt to park in the chureh parking lot as this may be more -
convenient and easier to access than driving on to Forest Street. This scenario presents

the church with a potentia] pmb]em of Liability, not to mention the inconvenience and
annoyance of its patrons and attendees who see their parking spaces bamg occupied by .
pecopif: wsmng another facility. '

We are also a landlord to the Royal City Cooperative Preschool which has been a tenant
in our building for approximately thirty years. The small playground on the west side of
the building suffers during the flooding season very much like the church does. In
addition to this, the presence of concentrated parking in the corner of the St. Paul’s site
which directly abuts the play area, will detract from this space and potentla.liy present a
safety issue for these preschnoi children.
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Our final concern relates to the proposed usage of the site. We understand the need to
infill urban areas but feel that the designation to rezone Office/Residential is not in
keeping with the neighbourhood where Harcourt Church and St. Paul’s School
represented the two most significant institutional properties.

We trust that our concerns will be taken into consideration in the ongoing planning
Process.

Yours Truly, —5~
Fee

Peter Gilf

Chair of Trustees

c.c.  Mayor Karen Farbridge
Councillor Lise Burcher
Councillor Leanne Piper
Ken Carey, Chair of Council, Harcourt Church
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To: Mr. Jim Riddell, COMMUNIFy DEg)a

: , DEVE =SIGN ANp
Director of Planning, Lop
Community Design and Development Services, MENT SER Vice
City of Guelph, ' MAR 12 2007

59 Carden Street, Ont. NI1H 3A1

Dear Mz, Riddeli,

We are providing feedback in regards to the proposed development of 108 Forest Street,
formerly St. Paul’s School.

We understand the concept of intensification is a necessary component of urban planning
in today’s society and we support this concept in principle — we will expand on this point
Iater.

With that in mind, we believe thal the proposed development of the St. Paul’s School site
is not consistent with Guelph®s Official Plan which calls for “a gradual increase in the
average residential density of the community”. The entire residential neighbourhood
around St. Paul’s School is made up of single family homes of one or two storeys in
height. We believe that the proposal io basically double the height of the existing school
and to add three storey “stacked’ townhouses in no way represents a “gradval increase” in
the residential density of the community.

The request to rezone the eastern portion of the site from institutional to office/residential
also raises concerns. Forest Street and the streets immediately around it are exclusively
residential, quiet streets. We believe that the addition of a significant number of
businesses onto a residential street is simply not compatible with the area. We note that
the recent Community Improvement Plan for the old university arca links the St. Paul’s
Schaol site with the Edinburgh corridor when in fact there are five single family homes
between Edinburgh and St. Paul’s. In our opinion those houses create sufficient distance
between the two as to necessitate that St. Paul’s be considered as a residential site.

Intensification of the site will inevitably lead to increased traffic on Forest and adjacent
streets. For those who turn onto Edinburgh from Forest Sireet (or Dean Avenue for that
matter), there is often considerable risk in view of the speed of fraffic on Edinburgh and
the apparent lack of synchronicity between the lights at College Avenue and those at
Municipal. This could be alleviated to some degree by a traffic light at Forest Street
except for the fact that a red light on northbound Edinburgh at Municipal often results in
a traffic back-up as far as Forest - with existing traffic volume.

Our view is that intensification is an inevitable and, in most cases, a desirable goal in
most urban settings. Given that the neighbourhood comprises virtually exclusively
detached family homes, it is our opinion that single family residential homes on the site
would be the most compatible way to increase residential density. The resulting eul-de-
sac of several single residences would mesh perfectly with the surrounding area.
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The developer is looking to build cluster townhouses on the western portion of the
property which in our view is not a method of residential density increase which is
compatible with the neighbourhood nor does it in any way represent a “gradual increase™.
We believe that there is the strong likelihood that these stacked townhouses will in very
short order be purchased by absentee landlords whose main interest is maximizing their
return on investment with the likely result that they will become student housing. This
intensification would be very detrimental to the existing community of primarily single
Tamily dwellings.

We trust that our concerns will be given serious consideration before any proposal in

made to ciiy council and we welcome the opportunity to address those concerns publicly
at a firture date.

Yours Truly,

Address Phone

...............................

Date

{,

O 5{-’7‘(;7/?,)" /éf:;rc",a- :/Z:‘-’;‘/Mé‘ 2
G\m ngé:..p Zr': = ﬁ‘ic"(ﬂ;q
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Mr. Jimn Riddeli

Director of Planning, City of Guelph
Community Desipgn and Development Services,
59 Carden Street,Guelph, On N1H 3A1

Mr. Riddeli:

In regards to the proposed development of the former ST Paul’s school, I wish to express

my concern over this project going shead on this [ocation.

First of all, this is an OLD established Neighborhood of single family homes. We do not

need, nor do we appreciate having a development of this size brought into this

neighborhood. The increase in traffic alone is far more than the area is able to stand. This
,  development belongs in an area twice the size of this proposed property on Forest Ave. I

am aware of the current interest in INFILL, however this is not the type of neighborhoad,

well established as it is, to try to fit a project of this magnitude.

Please express my feelings on this maiter to all concerned.

Peter W Watson
Guelph On P
1 <
Yy
sy / /}// f///ﬁ SMMUNITY DESIGN AND
A DEVELOPMENT-SERVIGES

MAR 122007
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COMMUNITY BEBIGN AND

+ egRVICES
Bruce Monkhouse OEVELOBMENT SER
Guelph, MAR 1 22007
‘To Whom It May Concern,

I am writing this in response to the request from 699936 Ontario Limited to amend
the City of Guelph Official Plan and the zoning by-laws.

This plan is flawed and must not be approved for many reasons. The main one being that
. 1his “development” is not ‘compatible with the existing neighborhood” as is required by
the Official Plan. This point was brought up at the information meeting on the 22™ of
February 2007 and the response from the developer was that anyone could have built a
three<Story house if they had wished to according to the by-laws. In my opinion thisis a
‘red hierring” as there is none in the entire neighborhood and, therefore, the proposed
condos “are not compatible® with, and would change the face of, the existing area in
regards to structures and the ‘green space’ that is present-in the dwellings that exist now.

The second issue I would like to bring up is the so-called ‘documents”, mainly [1]
SITE SERVICING AND STORM WATER MANAGEMENT and [2] PHASE ONE
ENVIROMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT, both prepared by Gamsby and Marrewrow
Limited. [Due to work and time restraints T have not seen these documents, but instead [
am responding to the company representative that was present at the February 22
Meeting,

I must wonder, and so should the planning committee, how these ‘studies’ failed to make
note of several items, most notably the City of Guelph well and pump house close to the
north end of the proposal. The company representative had no idea that it existed. They
also had no idea of the old creeks that flow North to South beneath the area that had been
filled in years ago, nor did they any answers when I queried about the exira flooding that
the plowed snow would bring to the already flood-prone areas on Dean Avenue and the
Harcourt Church Day Care area. It would Have taken very little effort to see the result of
excessive rain and/or melting snow upon this area now and the run-off will be worse with
pavement instead of green space as it is now.

Missed wells, missed water flow and no spring drainage plan ‘must’ make one wonder
what was really studied here, -

The next document is the [3] TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY prepared by Paradigm
Transportation Solutions Limited. I, like many others, are also in that group of locals
who have given up trying to tumn left onto Edinburgh Road during daylight hours, rather,
I drive south on Forest and onto Talbot street and right through a residential area teeming
with students of both John McCrae School and University. How the study failed to make

note of this phenomenon would also seem 1o shed light on the *depth’ of the research
invelved.
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1 again was rather shocked when, at the meeting, I asked about the impact of the extra
traffic in the summer when almost nightly there are cars parked on both sides of Forest
Street from the South side of Guthrie Park to the intersection of Edinburgh Road and the
representative from the “traffic solutions” company had no idea that this occurred.

Once again, with the lack of study done here one is forced to ask whom exactly the study
is done for?

Another concern I have is the sewer system in the existing homes on Forest Streat
between the Church walkway and Talbot Street. Tt was brought up at the meeting on
February 22™ but the representative from the City Planning Committee stated that no
complaints were on record in the planning office yet before I left the Church that night
two different people approached myself and stated that they had complained previously
about slow moving drains and odours from the system.

. I'believe the cost of a complete study, and if necessary , a complete rebuild of the system
would have to be undertaken by the developers “before’ any decisions could be made,
therefore not putting the ‘existing’ taxpayers on the hook for increased taxes through

“local itnprovements®,

o
In cIc;sing, I must reiterate that this plan is flawed in every detail from the destruction of
the “flavour of the neighbourhood” 1o the erection of a three-story monstrosity mere feet
from a residential dwelling,
My family has lived in the same house since 1918, and myself off and on since 1960, and
have watched the area grow around us and have never had a problem with growth and/or
infill. My opposition has nothing to do with a “NIMBY™ syndrome but rather just my

distaste for an utterly dreadful and destructive plan that has not been thought through
anywhere near enough. '

Thank you,
The Moznkhouse Family
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§ GUELPH FIELD NATURALISTS

P.0. Box 1401, Guelph. Ontaric N1H 6N8

Melissa Castellan March 9, 2007
Senior Development Planner

Community Design and Development Services
City of Guelph

RE: 108 Forest Street

We have received the notice of the application for an Official Plan and Zoning By-law
amendment for the above property and offer the following comments.

We are in general agreement with this proposed development as a case of infill development that
should be encouraged within the City of Guelph. We sincerely hope that this development will
succeed and encourage similar good infill projects in the City.

It has been brought to our attention that there are two mature, native elm trees on the west side of
the property. We would like to suggest that these two trees be investigated as to their health and
condition. They can then be assessed for possible retention within the development. The trees on
site may have already been assessed of which we are not aware.

All trees in the City have value for their aesthetic values to a neighbourhood and, perhaps more
importantly, for their contributions to ecological functions that are significant for us all.

We recommend, if at all possible, that these trees, if assessed to be healthy, be retained in the
proposed development by some re-design of the site plan.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

Charles Cecile

Environment Committee

Guelph Field Naturalists
March 2007
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The following Form Letter was signed and submitted by:

Geoff and Deb Allen
Nathalie Lauriault

Joe and Sonia Giberson
Anne Granger

Mark Sears

Kenneth and Christa Dorter
James Shute

lilegible

Carl and Mary Popp
Alice Given

Marion Koch

Scott Dean

Hans and Regina vonSivers
Chad McBain

Glenn Roberts

M Hutchison

Blanche Stonehouse
Barbara and Ronald Nicol
S and B Poittur

O and L Des Jardine
Dean Garbutt

Janis Pewer

Daniel and Susanne Wood
Lynne Dennison

S. Harrison

Norman and Joan Smith
Lorene Kaine

Prakash Dobi

Tanis Comrie and Rob Foster
Marion Hardy

Ivan Buzbuzian

Douglas Lynn

Paula Bonner

John and Eleanor Haayen
Donald Meredith

John Newcomber

Brenda Stephens

Terry Byrme

Hazel Harris

Michelle Goodwin

Jane and Tom Funk
James Hohenadel
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Mr. Jim Riddell,

Director of Planning,

Community Design and Development Services,
City of Guelph,

59 Carden St, On N1H 3A1

Dear Mr Riddell:
Re: Proposal to develop St Paul’s school ( File #0P0604, ZC0616)

We understand that there is an application to re-develop the St Paul’s scheol property at 108
Forest St for a mixed office and residential use on the eastern portion and four stacked
townhouses on the western portion.

As property owners in the St Paul’s neighborhood, we realize that St Paul’s school site needs to
be re-developed. However, we object to the current proposal for the following main reasons :

The overall development is far too intense for the existing residential neighbourhood and there is
no provision for a transition between the development and the surrounding area.

The office use is not compatible with the surrounding residential use. Forest St is a residential St,
the abutting properties are predominantly detached homes and the site is some distance from a
main road { Edinburgh).

The townhouse and apartment residential developments are not in keeping with the existing single
family homes, either in scale, appearance or height.

Traffic on Forest St and other neighborhood Sts will be significantly increased and safety at the
intersections of Edinburgh with Forest and other residential Sts will be adversely affected.

Green space will be significantly reduced, which is in complete contrast with the surrounding
well- treed properties. In addition, the plans show the two mature elms being removed, with no
provision for their protection.

There will be a loss of privacy and views for adjoining landowners on Forest and Dean, with three
storey buildings overlooking homes that are predominantly single storey bungalows.

Serious issues and unanswered questions remain about the proposed Stscape, site drainage,
sewage, noise, lighting, parking, snow removal, setbacks, buffer strips, retaining walls, fences

cte.

Y ours truly,
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Name-Printed Address
Phone

Signature Date

cc: Mayor Karen Farbridge : mayor@guelph.ca
Councillor Lise Burcher: lise.burcher@guelph.ca

Councilor Leanne Piper: leanne.piper@guelph.ca
Director of Planning: jim.riddell@guelph.ca
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