




Sent: May 1, 2014 11:51 PM 

To: Mayors Office; Jim Furfaro; Bob Bell; Ian Findlay; Andy VanHellemond; Maggie Laidlaw; June 
Hofland; Gloria Kovach; Cam Guthrie; Lise Burcher; Leanne Piper; Todd Dennis; Karl Wettstein; 

Clerks 
Subject: Proposed Rental Licensing in Guelph 

Importance: High 

 

May 1, 2014 

 

Guelph City Council 

 

Re: Proposed Rental Licencing in the City of Guelph 

 

Dear Staff and Guelph City Council: 

     

     As an experienced Property Manager with over 20 consecutive years of experience 

and as a Guelph home owner, I have researched the contentious topic of Rental 

Licensing and I’ve attended the public meetings that have been held within the last 

several  months at City Hall regarding this issue.  The information presented at these 

meetings leaves me and many others with a belief that this potential program would be 

a significant waste of ALL tax payers’ money in the City of Guelph, and not just rental 

property owners.  This same program in the City of London has already proven to be a 

huge expense for all citizens there and has gone severely over budget to the tune of 

over 1.5 MILLION dollars.  In the end, the subsidization of this program is costing ALL 

taxpayers and ALL tenants in London, as it would in Guelph.  As you probably already 

know, City Council for the city of Hamilton REJECTED a proposed Rental Licensing 

Program.  They had the common sense to realize that the program would have offered 

little value to the Hamilton taxpayers and most likely would have been an administrative 

nightmare for the City.  

     A major concern that I have regarding this potential licencing program is that it would 

not apply to tenants in apartment buildings, group homes, and especially student 

residences operated by the University, among other types of properties. If the safety 

and security of all tenants is supposed to be the major factor in this proposed licencing 

law, then why are Tenants living in the above described residences being ignored and 

not “protected” by this licensing law?   Is the safety of Tenants living in apartment 

buildings, group homes and student residences not as important as the safety of 

Tenants living in houses or basement apartments?  One could argue that this would be 

discrimination and the City could leave itself open to significant legal ramifications and 

expensive legal bills, which again of course would cost ALL taxpayers in Guelph.  

     An important point to remember and an issue that has been brought to Council’s 

attention in previous public meetings and discussions is that the increased costs for this 

Program would ultimately be paid for by Tenants through regular and sustained rent 

increases, especially at tenant turnovers.  Not only that, even with the implementation 

of this Licensing program, there is no certainty that unruly behaviour from Tenants 

would even be addressed or corrected.  Again, common sense would dictate that the 



City should utilize existing bylaws and actually enforce them DIRECTLY and ONLY with 

problem Tenants and Landlords. The fact of the matter is that good Landlords would 

be punished through unnecessary fees and bureaucracy and as a result, all Tenants’ 

cost of living will ultimately increase through higher rents and ultimately because of 

the City not enforcing existing bylaws.   If a Tenant is behaving in an unruly way, or a 

Landlord has failed to provide safe living accommodations, for example, then why 

wouldn’t these individuals at fault be dealt with (ie. fined) directly?  If there are bylaws 

that “don’t go far enough” as one councillor has publically stated, then surely these 

bylaws can be amended.   

   In my opinion, and apparently in the opinion of many other citizens in Guelph, the best 

and most cost effective solution would be to modify (if necessary) and enforce existing 

bylaws to address the issues that are associated with rental housing. This Licensing 

program would surely be cost prohibitive to the already highly taxed Guelph home 

owners and trying to implement a blanket solution like this is not the answer. I believe 

that the only real and logical solution is to deal directly with the people causing the 

problems in rental accommodations.          

 

                                                                                                                                                            

    Aldo Martone 

 

 



From: Andrew Arklie  

Sent: May 2, 2014 8:51 AM 
To: Clerks 

Subject: Landlord Licensing (Info for P, B, E & E Committee meeting, May 5th, 2pm) 

 
To Whom It May Concern: 

I am both a homeowner and landlord and am writing in regards to the proposed landlord 

licensing that Guelph is considering. 

I agree that proactive enforcement of rental units will have a positive effect on my community 

and neighbourhood; however we already have the tools (zoning bylaws, property stands and 

fire code) in place to deal with these issues. Licensing only duplicates the existing Building Code 

Act and Residential Tenancies Act – adding another layer of administration into the mix. 

The most common concerns among supporters of licensing seem to be noise and garbage 

violations.  For many landlords, this can be a problem as well.  However, when a problem tenant 

makes excessive noise, it can take up to two months to go through the eviction process.  In the 

meantime, the City plans to charge the Landlord for the noise complaint?  The solution could be 

as simple as a knock on the door and an ‘education’ for the tenant(s) living in the home.  If this 

‘education’ does not work, follow it up with a large fine.  Surely the troublemakers will take 

notice when their actions affect their pocketbook.  Going after the landlord will not get to the 

root of the problem - tenant education and awareness.   

Another concern among the supporters of licensing is the inability to gain access to inspect these 

‘illegal’ and ‘unsafe’ rental units.  If this is a real problem – why not request legislation to permit 

more reasonable access by designated public authorities?  Simply forcing inspections on 

landlords and tenants alike will be in contravention of the Residential Tenancies Act and Human 

Rights Code – both of which will take precedence over any form of municipal licensing. 

You do not have to look far to see the problems caused by landlord licensing.  In London, the 

program has the following to show for its program after three years: 

-          Operated at a net loss of $1.6 million (all costs paid by taxpayers). 
-          Extra costs to landlords have ultimately been passed onto tenants. 
-          Under 3000 license applications were received from an estimated 12,500 rental units.  
-          Only 15 violations were found – all of which could have been dealt with under the fire code 

(two violations) or the zoning bylaw (13 violations), not the licensing bylaw. 
Instead of going to a licensing regime, cities like Ottawa, Toronto and Regina are beefing up their 

existing property standard enforcement.   The City of Hamilton has also decided against rental 

licensing on the advice of their own planning director.  

As a landlord, I would welcome additional inspectors and enforcement through our existing by-

law program.  Doing so would shed positive light on responsible landlords, like myself, that truly 

care for their properties and tenants.   Please do not implement a cumbersome licensing 

program that will likely have costly and long term negative effects on tenants, landlords and 

taxpayers alike. 

In closing, I ask that you please review the enclosed documents which should serve to assist in 

making an informed decision on this matter: 

1.       “A Review of the Effectiveness and Implications of Municipal Licensing of Residential 

Apartments” – Written By Michael Fenn (former Deputy Minister of Municipal Affairs and 
Housing). 



2.       Hamilton and District Apartment Association (HDAA) Licensing Report – While intended 
for Hamilton City Council members, the arguments that Mr. Pathak put forward relate very 
closely to the situation in Guelph. 

3.       Excerpt from London Property Management Association (LPMA) newsletter, March 2013 

– Outlines the findings of Cohen Highley lawyer, Joe Hoffer, regarding the statistics behind rental 
licensing in London, Ontario.  

4.       University of Guelph "St. Paddy's Day Poster" - Example of how proactive 
enforcement (and partnership between the City of Guelph and U of G) can have a 
positive impact on the rental licensing 'target market' 
Yours Truly, 

  
Andrew Arklie 

 



























































































From: Imad Syed  

Sent: April 28, 2014 11:24 AM 
To: Clerks 

Subject: PBEE Committee meeting on May 5th 

 
Good Morning 
 
I would like to send a message in support of the City Staff's recommendation for not 
implementing licensing of rental housing at this time. Please let the committee know that 
i support the City Staff's view. 
 
Thanks 
 
Imad Ali Syed 
 



From: Dave Neill  

Sent: April 27, 2014 7:23 PM 

To: Clerks 

Subject: licensing program for SRH 

 

Hello, 

 

I'd like to voice my support for the city staff's recommendation NOT TO PURSUE licensing at this 

time.  I think better enforcement of current by-laws is the best way to handle the problematic 

issues that the city is currently facing.  I think moving forward with licensing would be foolish 

and economically dangerous for the city to do at this time. 

 

Thanks, 

 

Dave 

 

-- 

Dave Neill 

 



From: Anne McKinnon  

Sent: April 27, 2014 8:29 AM 
To: Clerks 

Subject: Landlord Licensing Fee 

 
I am writing in order to support the City of Guelph staff recommendation against 
a landlord licensing fee and that it is  accepted by the P, B, E& E Committee.  
Enforcement of existing by-laws makes more sense. 
  

Sincerely, 
  

Robert G McKinnon 

Landlord   
 



From: Kim King 

Sent: April 26, 2014 9:51 PM 

To: Clerks 

Subject: Please vote Yes to the Staff's... 

 

recommendation not to impose licensing at your May 5th and 23rd meetings. 

 

I am a realtor and a homwowner that has a legal basement apartment in my home. I have 

followed code and the bylaws. Paying and caring to follow the city's criteria and restrictions.  I 

continue to pay after my new assessment value via my property tax. 

 

The city can find money focusing on those property owners that have ignored residential codes, 

bylaws and continue to fill residences without accountability to the city. 

 

We who have done right by the city should not pay for those who continue to lie and hide.   

 

It is no wonder people hide. If you do not stop focusing on charging the people who have 

identified themselves, you are creating a bigger problem with those that will continue to hide 

and lie. 

 

I  encourage all Councillor's to accept the Staff's recommendation NOT to impose licensing at 

their May 5th and 23rd meetings. 

. 

Sincerely, 

 

Kim King 

 



From: Terri Ann Ford  

Sent: April 26, 2014 8:15 PM 
To: Clerks 

Subject: say NO to rental licensing from a Realtor/Broker 

 

This email is to  encourage the P,B, E & E Committee and all Councillor's to 
accept the Staff's recommendation not to impose licensing at their May 5th and 
23rd meetings. 
 
 
With Kind Regards,  
 

TerriAnn Ford 

 



From: Bill Green  

Sent: April 28, 2014 11:35 AM 
To: Clerks 

Subject: Licensing of rental housing 

 
Dear Sir or Madam: 
 
I just wanted to let you know the decision on not going ahead with licensing of "some of" 
Guelphs rental housing is a good one. 
Property taxes in Guelph have been reported in various surveys to be amongst the highest 
across Canada. We do not need any more expensive "experiments" for only a select 
number of rental housing facilities that will further increase what is already reportedly the 
highest property taxes in the country... 
 
Yours truly:  Bill Green  
 





From: Paul & Judy MacEachern  

Sent: April 26, 2014 10:49 PM 
To: Clerks 

Cc: Karl Wettstein; Todd Dennis 
Subject: Re: Report 14-29 – Rental Housing Licensing  

 
Thank you kindly for sending out a summary of city staff’s report. 

  

I have several rental housing issues that I’m confident city staff are addressing: 

  

1) Property standards for rental properties are not being enforced on a routine basis 

2) Parking by-laws are not being enforced on a routine basis 

  

These are two key issues that plague my neighbourhood of Southcreek Trail.  I have only 

been successful once in having the by-law enforcement officer address the issues.  I’ve 

left messages and actually asked for my calls to be returned, yet this was not successful 

despite three previous complaints over the past year.  As well, I’ve never been able to 

directly talk to a by-law enforcement officer regardless of the reason for my call.  I think 

staff should look at the number of city by-law complaints relative to the actual follow-up 

investigations.  I certainly would support, with my taxes, increased by-law staff if that is 

required. 

  

Lastly, I think it is shameful that the University of Guelph feels it is doing any useful in 

addressing issues pertaining to student rental housing.  The University has opposed new 

development, targeted to students, that is in close proximity to the university.  Rather, 

their complacency in not addressing their students’ needs has only left investors to 

continue what I refer to as the “urban student sprawl” that has turned neighbourhoods 

like my own into rental properties. 

  

Thank you again for keeping me abreast of developments as we move forward in finding 

the right balance between residential and rental properties. 

  

Best regards, 

  

Judy MacEachern 

  

 











From: Chris Cairns  

Sent: May 1, 2014 9:57 AM 

To: Clerks 

Subject: Support for non licensing decision 

 

Hello, 

 

I would just like to express my support and commend the council in their decision to not move 

forward with a rental licensing program.  It is apparent they did their diligence and took all 

factors into account in reaching their decision. 

 

As has been discussed, the main concerns would not be addressed in implementing a licensing 

program and would lead to new detrimental issues (dampened real estate market, non 

compliance, punitive for some residents of Guelph etc).   The main issues can be addressed 

under its current by-law format. 

 

Thank you for hearing all perspectives on the topic. 

 



 

 

Chair and Members of  the PBEE  Committee, 
 
Please consider my comments with regards to the Shared Rental Housing Report. 
 
I am very disappointed to hear of staff’s recommendations to not license rental housing 
in the City of Guelph, which will include lodging houses, accessory apartments and 
separate rooms in houses for rent.  The idea of just doing more of the same, which is 
basically a reactive based solution (lets wait until we see a problem then fix it) is 
irresponsible and allows irresponsible landlords/investors to continue their behavior 
unless they get caught or worse yet until a fire claims a life or two in an unlicensed, 
unregulated and therefore not inspected rental accommodation.  The idea of the 
recommendation of enhanced enforcement and education puts all the responsibility on 
residents/tenants of the neighbourhoods inflicted with inadequate, unsafe and nuisance  
properties, as they will have to make complaints in order for anything to be triggered.   
This pits one neighbor against another, which can and has cause much angst and even 
retaliation from landlords/tenants complained upon.  It is not the job of residents to 
police,  this it is the responsibility of the city to ensure safe housing and neighborhoods 
through the power of building codes, fire codes, property standards and licensing.   
 
Since May 2003, I have been involved with studies, workshops, surveys and public 
meetings with regards to shared rental housing only to watch each episode end with 
pressure from landlords guiding the final decision by staff and council, with the end 
result being reactive based enforcement and not push forward with a proper system to 
address this issue.  I am once again astounded and dismayed that nothing concrete nor 
tangible is being recommended by staff, but enhanced enforcement and education and 
that these costs will be borne by residents.  Why should residents be made to pay for 
the profits of landlords? 
 
On March 20, 2014, two people died and eight others were taken to hospital after fire 
broke out in a second floor unit in an illegal lodging/rooming house in Toronto. Ken Hale 
of the Advocacy Centre for Tenants Ontario is quote d “there are thousands of 
illegal rooming houses across the city and that Thu rsday’s deadly blaze serves 
as a dire warning of the dangers - in large part be cause they are not subjected to 
annual safety inspections that having a license wou ld require.”  “We know that 
they are in every community,” said Hale, adding that  while not all illegal rooming 
houses are dangerous, there is always the potential  for disaster because of lack 
of inspection.  “They focus on the low end of the ma rket for people who can’t 
afford to rent an apartment...Many of these groups don’t have a lot of money, so 
they don’t have a choice.”  Hale said city zoning for  rooming houses/lodging 
houses is antiquated, and hasn’t kept up with the c hanging face of poverty, which 
includes more single people and seniors living alon e, as well as new immigrants 
and students.  “If you create a legal channel for t his need to be met, there isn’t 
quite as much of a need for the illegal(aspect),” Ha le said “You’ve heard these 
arguments about the legalization of marijuana.  Is making things illegal the best 
way to control the dangers that we are trying to pr otect people from?  It doesn’t 
seem to be working.” 



 

 

 
Michael Shapcott and Councilor Adam Vaughan both st ated that even though 
rooming houses/lodging houses sometimes operate ill egally that having a set of 
regulations has cut down on wayward landlords and m ade such accommodation 
a safer option for people who need cheap housing.  
 
I guess the real choice is: Do we continue to turn our heads away, or take some 
sensible, responsible action and effectively regulate the sector? 
 
I am beginning to question the whole point of Community Engagement.  Over the last 
number of public consultations I feel that residents are not being heard and really 
wonder the purpose of being involved at all. 
 
Guelph has been targeted as a growth centre, we are expected to increase density.   It 
is more important now than ever for the city to do the responsible thing and regulate and 
license this industry for the safety and quality of life for all residents of this city.  Please 
do not support staff’s recommendation and instead push forward with the licensing and 
regulating of Shared Rental Housing. 
 
 
Lorraine Pagnan 


