
COMMITTEE 
AGENDA  

TO Infrastructure, Development & Enterprise Committee 
  
DATE Tuesday, February 2, 2016 
 
LOCATION Council Chambers, Guelph City Hall, 1 Carden Street 
  
TIME 5:00 p.m. 
 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

 
DISCLOSURE OF PECUNIARY INTEREST AND GENERAL NATURE 
THEREOF 
 
CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES – December 8, 2015 Open Meeting Minutes 
 
PRESENTATIONS (Items with no accompanying report) 
 

a) None 
 
CONSENT AGENDA 
The following resolutions have been prepared to facilitate the Committee’s 
consideration of the various matters and are suggested for consideration.  If the 
Committee wishes to address a specific report in isolation of the Consent Agenda, 
please identify the item.  The item will be extracted and dealt with separately.  
The balance of the Infrastructure, Development & Enterprise Committee Consent 
Agenda will be approved in one resolution. 
 
ITEM CITY 

PRESENTATION 
DELEGATIONS TO BE 

EXTRACTED 

IDE-2016.1 
Parking Agreement with the 
Western Hotel Executive 
Suites Limited, 72 Macdonell 
Street, Guelph 

   

IDE-2016.2 
Stormwater Funding Study 

Arun Hindupur, 
Infrastructure 
Planning Engineer 

 √ 

 
Resolution to adopt the balance of the Infrastructure, Development & Enterprise 
Committee Consent Agenda. 
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ITEMS EXTRACTED FROM CONSENT AGENDA 
Once extracted items are identified, they will be dealt with in the following 
order: 

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

 
STAFF UPDATES AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
NEXT MEETING – March 1, 2016 
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Infrastructure, Development & Enterprise Committee 
Held in the Council Chambers, Guelph City Hall 

Tuesday, December 8, 2015 at 5:00 p.m. 
 
 
Attendance 
 
Members: Chair B. Bell   Councillor L. Piper  
  Mayor C. Guthrie  Councillor M. Salisbury  
  Councillor D. Gibson 
 
Councillors:  Councillor C. Downer Councillor J. Hofland 
 Councillor J. Gordon Councillor K. Wettstein 
   
Staff:  Mr. S. Stewart, Deputy CAO – Infrastructure, Development & Enterprise 

Mr. D. Thomson, Deputy CAO – Public Services 
Ms. K. Dedman, General Manager, Engineering and Capital Infrastructure 
Services/City Engineer 
Mr. T. Salter, General Manager, Planning, Urban Design and Building Services 
Ms. M. Aldunate, Manager, Policy Planning and Urban Design 
Ms. J. Jylanne, Senior Policy Planner 
Ms. S. Laughlin, Senior Policy Planner 
Mr. A. Hindupur, Infrastructure Planning Engineer 
Ms. A. Nix, Environmental Policy Planner  
Mr. D. McMahon, Council Committee Coordinator 
 

 
Call to Order (5:03 p.m.) 
 
 Chair Bell called the meeting to order.   
 
Disclosure of Pecuniary Interest and General Nature Thereof 

 
There were no disclosures. 

 
Confirmation of Minutes 
 
1. Moved by Councillor Gibson 
 Seconded by Mayor Guthrie 

 
That the open and closed meeting minutes of the Infrastructure, Development & 
Enterprise Committee held on November 3, 2015 be confirmed as recorded. 

 
VOTING IN FAVOUR:  Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Bell, Gibson, Piper and Salisbury (5) 
VOTING AGAINST:  (0) 

         CARRIED 
 
Consent Agenda 
 
The following items were extracted: 
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      December 8, 2015 Infrastructure, Development & Enterprise Committee 
 

IDE-2015.42  AFFORDABLE HOUSING STRATEGY: DRAFT DIRECTIONS REPORT 
IDE-2015.43  CLAIR-MALTBY SECONDARY PLAN STUDY: TERMS OF REFERENCE 
Balance of Consent Items 
  
2. Moved by Councillor Salisbury 
 Seconded by Councillor Piper 
 
That the balance of the December 8, 2015 Infrastructure, Development & Enterprise 
Committee Consent Agenda, as identified below, be adopted: 
 
IDE-2015.44 RENTAL HOUSING ALTERNATIVE APPROACH UPDATE 
 

That report 15-102 regarding the Rental Housing Alternative Approach Update, dated 
December 8, 2015, be received.  

IDE-2015.45 SIGN BY-LAW VARIANCES – 400 SPEEDVALE AVENUE EAST 
 

1. That the report from Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise dated December 8, 
2015 regarding sign by-law variances for 400 Speedvale Avenue East, be received.  

 
2. That the request for variances from the Sign By-law for 400 Speedvale Avenue East 

to permit a sign with an area of 2.77m2 to be located on the second storey of the 
building face, be approved. 

 
IDE-2015.46 MUNICIPAL PROPERTY & BUILDING COMMEMORATIVE NAMING 

COMMITTEE TERMS OF REFERENCE UPDATE 
 

That the Municipal Property & Building Commemorative Naming Committee Terms of 
Reference be amended to establish the following Committee composition: a member 
of Heritage Guelph, the Manager of Development Planning (or designate), General 
Manager of Culture, Tourism and Community Investments (or designate) and two 
citizens of the community. 

  
IDE-2015.47 OUTSTANDING MOTIONS OF THE INFRASTRUCTURE, DEVELOPMENT 

& ENTERPRISE COMMITTEE 
 

That the report dated December 8, 2015 regarding outstanding motions of the 
Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise Committee, be received. 

 
VOTING IN FAVOUR:  Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Bell, Gibson, Piper and Salisbury (5) 
VOTING AGAINST:  (0) 

         CARRIED 
Extracted Consent Items 
 
IDE-2015.42 AFFORDABLE HOUSING STRATEGY:  DRAFT DIRECTIONS REPORT 
 
Joan Jylanne, Senior Policy Planner, explained that an updated copy of the Affordable Housing 
Strategy report was posted to Guelph.ca on December 7, 2015 and that the changes are not 
substantial in nature and do not affect any of the recommendations contained in the report. Ms. 
Jylanne then presented the Affordable Housing Strategy: Draft Directions Report to committee, 
outlining the decision making process and assessment criteria used to develop the draft 
directions. 
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      December 8, 2015 Infrastructure, Development & Enterprise Committee 
 

Delegations 
 
Ms. Randalin Ellery, speaking on behalf of the Guelph & Wellington Task Force for Poverty 
Elimination (GWTFPE), suggested that the definition of affordability be focused on households 
paying more than 30% of income on housing and restated the GWTFPE position that 50% of 
new housing be affordable and that half of that be affordable for those living in the bottom two 
income quintiles. Additionally, Ms. Ellery provided feedback on sections 3.4 and 3.5 of the 
report and urged Council to fund the Affordable Housing Reserve in the amount of $500,000 
annually. 
 
Ms. Jane Londerville, speaking on behalf of the Wellington Guelph Housing Committee, 
suggested that a greater sense of urgency is required in addressing affordable housing in 
Guelph and noted that Guelph has the lowest vacancy rate in Canada. In addition, Ms. 
Londerville provided feedback regarding sections 3.1 and 3.2 in Attachment 1 of the Affordable 
Housing Strategy report. 
 
3. Moved by Councillor Piper 
 Seconded by Councillor Gibson 
 

1. That Report 15-101 from Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise (IDE) regarding 
the Affordable Housing Strategy: Draft Directions Report dated December 8, 2015 be 
received. 

 
2. That Council supports the use of the Draft Directions Report set-out in IDE Report 

No. 15-101 as the basis for community engagement to further develop actions for 
inclusion in the draft Affordable Housing Strategy. 

 
VOTING IN FAVOUR:  Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Bell, Gibson, Piper and Salisbury (5) 
VOTING AGAINST:  (0) 

         CARRIED 
 

IDE-2015.43 CLAIR-MALTBY SECONDARY PLAN STUDY: TERMS OF REFERENCE 
 
Ms. Stacey Laughlin, Senior Policy Planner, described the process by which the Clair-Maltby 
Secondary Plan Study: Terms of Reference were developed, including community engagement 
undertaken, and the process moving forward. 
 
4. Moved by Mayor Guthrie 
 Seconded by Councillor Gibson 
 

1. That Report 15-99 regarding the Terms of Reference for the Clair-Maltby Secondary 
Plan, dated December 8, 2015, be received. 

 
2. That Council approves the Terms of Reference for the Clair-Maltby Secondary Plan 

included as Attachment 11 to Report 15-99, dated December 8, 2015. 
 
VOTING IN FAVOUR:  Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Bell, Gibson, Piper and Salisbury (5) 
VOTING AGAINST:  (0) 

         CARRIED 
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      December 8, 2015 Infrastructure, Development & Enterprise Committee 
 

Staff Updates and Announcements 
 
There were no staff updates or announcements. 
 
Adjournment (6:36 p.m.) 
 
6. Moved by Councillor Salisbury  
  Seconded by Councillor Piper 
 

That the meeting be adjourned. 
CARRIED 

 
 
 
 
      ___________________________ 

             Dylan McMahon 
Council Committee Coordinator 
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INFRASTRUCTURE, DEVELOPMENT & ENTERPRISE COMMITTEE 
CONSENT AGENDA 

 
February 2, 2016 

 
 
Members of the Infrastructure, Development & Enterprise Committee. 
 
 
SUMMARY OF REPORTS: 
 
The following resolutions have been prepared to facilitate the Committee’s consideration of 
the various matters and are suggested for consideration.  If the Committee wishes to address 
a specific report in isolation of the Consent Agenda, please identify the item.   The item will be 
extracted and dealt with immediately.  The balance of the Infrastructure, Development & 
Enterprise Committee Consent Agenda will be approved in one resolution. 
 
A Reports from Administrative Staff 
 
REPORT DIRECTION 
 
IDE-2016.1 PARKING AGREEMENT WITH THE WESTERN HOTEL 

EXECUTIVE SUITES LIMITED, 72 MACDONELL 
STREET, GUELPH 

 
1. That Report IDE-BDE-1601 titled “Parking Agreement with the 

Western Hotel Executive Suites Limited, 72 Macdonell St, Guelph”, 
be received. 
 

2. That staff be directed to proceed with the finalisation of a parking 
agreement as described in this report between The Western Hotel 
Executive Suites Limited and the City of Guelph, subject to the 
satisfaction of the Deputy CAO, Infrastructure, Development and 
Enterprise and the City Solicitor, and that the Mayor and Clerk be 
authorized to execute the agreement. 

 
IDE-2016.2  STORMWATER FUNDING STUDY 
 

1. That Stormwater Funding Study, dated February 2, 2016, be 
received. 
 

2. That the transition of the stormwater service from a tax funded 
service to a dedicated variable user fee based on impervious area 
be approved. 
 

3. That staff be directed to proceed with developing an 
implementation strategy with the following considerations: 
 

 
Approve 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Approve 



a) Develop a variable user fee based on impervious area using the 
Equivalent Residential Unit (ERU) methodology; 
 

b) Determine an appropriate level of service and funding including 
a phasing schedule; 
 

c) Develop a credit program/policy to allow for property owners 
the opportunity to reduce fees through the implementation of 
on-site stormwater measures. 

 
attach. 



STAFF 
REPORT 
TO 

SERVICE AREA 

DATE 

Making a Difftnnc:o 

Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise Committee 

Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise 

February 2, 2016 

SUBJECT Parking Agreement with the Western Hotel Executive 
Suites Limited, 72 Macdonell Street, Guelph 

REPORT NUMBER IDE-BDE-1601 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 
This report seeks Council authorization for staff to complete and have executed 
a parking agreement between the City and the Western Hotel Executive Suites 
Limited, for access to up to ten permits within the public parking system, based 
on a successful pilot offering. 

KEY FINDINGS 
All non-individual and longer than a single year commitment parking contracts 
have historically been approved by Council as they reflect longer-term business 
commitments connected to city-owned facilities. 

In 2015 staff undertook a pilot program with the Western Hotel Executive Suites 
Limited to provide access to up to ten parking permits, at market rates, to the 
West Parkade to support the launch of the Suites. The pilot project confirmed 
that the permits are used almost entirely as overnight parking and had 
negligible impacts on the daytime permit users and the daytime permit waiting 
lists. 

The Downtown Guelph Business Association was supportive of the pilot initiative 
and the report recommendation. This new business has proven to be an 
important addition to the mix and vitality of the local economy and further 
expands Downtown Guelph's offerings. 

Staff are identifying in the agreement that impacts will continue to be monitored 
and mitigation efforts undertaken should the need arise. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
Permits to be paid at Council approved scheduled rates. 

ACTION REQUIRED 
Approve. 
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STAFF 
REPORT 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. That Report IDE-BDE-1601 titled "Parking Agreement with the Western Hotel 
Executive Suites Limited, 72 Macdonell St, Guelph", be received. 

2. That staff be directed to proceed with the finalisation of a parking agreement 
as described in this report between The Western Hotel Executive Suites 
Limited and the City of Guelph, subject to the satisfaction of the Deputy CAO, 
Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise and the City Solicitor, and that 
the Mayor and Clerk be authorized to execute the agreement. 

BACKGROUND 
The Western Hotel (formerly the Diplomat) at 72 Macdonell has been undergone 
significant renovations over the last few years. The ground floor restaurant 
reopened late 2013 as the Western Hotel Burgers & Steaks. The upper storeys are 
now renovated and opened as the Western Hotel Executive Suites in 2015. Twenty 
fully-equipped and furnished suites have been created on floors 2-4 and are being 
offered as short-term-stay accommodation. 

In early 2015, the Western Hotel Executive Suites approached City staff to secure 
parking arrangements for the units as part of making the short-stay hotel 
functional. 

The City has typically engaged Council in the approval of parking commitments 
outside of the standard one-year individual permit contract format. Skyline, the 
Co-operators and Old Quebec Street Shoppes are examples of existing valued 
businesses and properties which utilise the public parking facilities through special 
agreement. 

To better understand the impacts of this request, recognising the constraints on the 
daytime access to permit parking downtown, and in order to make a long term 
recommendation, staff to undertook a pilot test by issuing, at market cost, ten 
daytime permits and swipe cards to access the West Parkade to be managed by the 
Western Hotel Executive Suites Limited. 

The results of the pilot have been analysed and operational kinks worked out 
between parking staff and the Suites operator over the course of the year and staff 
are now in a position to make an informed recommendation to Council. A letter 
from the Western Hotel Executive Suites Ltd is also attached (Attachment 1). 
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 PAGE 2 
 

The impacts of introducing a Stormwater User Fee on the City’s Capital and 
Operating Budgets would be identified through the implementation plan and 
would be subject to Council approval.  Staff will report back with the proposed 
implementation plan prior to the 2017 Budget process. 
 
ACTION REQUIRED 
To approve the Stormwater Funding Study recommendations and to direct staff 
to proceed in developing an implementation strategy subject to Council 
approval. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. That Stormwater Funding Study, dated February 2, 2016, be received. 
 

2. That the transition of the stormwater service from a tax funded service to a 
dedicated variable user fee based on impervious area be approved. 
 

3. That staff be directed to proceed with developing an implementation strategy 
with the following considerations: 

a) Develop a variable user fee based on impervious area using the 
Equivalent Residential Unit (ERU) methodology; 

b) Determine an appropriate level of service and funding including a phasing 
schedule; 

c) Develop a credit program/policy to allow for property owners the 
opportunity to reduce fees through the implementation of on-site 
stormwater measures. 

 
 
BACKGROUND 
Stormwater management is a critical City service. The City currently owns and 
operates an integrated stormwater system that consists of a conveyance system 
including pipes, maintenance holes and inlet structures in addition to a variety of 
storm water facilities such as channels, oil grit separators, and ponds. The 
construction of this system dates back to the early 1900s and has been continually 
augmented over the years. 
 
The City inventory includes information on approximately 457 km of city-owned 
storm sewers, 10 km of channels (concrete and natural), 7,250 city-owned 
maintenance holes, 9,565 city-owned single catch basins and 1,600 city-owned 
double catchbasins, 134 city-owned oil-grit separators and 120 storm water 
retention ponds. The total asset value of the stormwater system is approximately 
$506 million (2012) with an annual operation and maintenance expenditure of 
approximately $750,000 (2012). 
 









































STAFF 
REPORT Making a Difftrenco 

developable land within the municipality and are only applicable to growth 
related activities. This study did not consider any changes to the City's 
current DC program; funding options were only evaluated for the non-growth 
related components of the City's stormwater management program. 

• Stormwater User Fees ranging from a flat fee to a variable rate which 
allocates charges to property owners based on the measured area of 
impervious ground cover (e.g., rooftops, driveways, and parking lots, which 
is a common indicator of the relative contribution of stormwater runoff and 
pollutant loading to the municipal stormwater system). Funding through a 
user fee offer the advantages of a fair and equitable allocation of charges to 
property owners; a sustainable, stable and dedicated funding source; 
incentive opportunities are provided to reduce stormwater runoff and 
pollutant discharge; and it provides a mechanism to charge tax-exempt 
properties for municipal services. The primary disadvantages include 
additional costs for rate implementation and the possibility that a new fee 
may not be well received by the public. Implementation costs can be greatly 
reduced for municipalities like Guelph that have high-quality, established 
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) and by using an existing utility billing 
system. Further, public reception can be enhanced through a structured 
public consultation program, which City staff have developed and initiated as 
part of this study. 

Options Considered 

The funding options that were investigated in this study are described below. 

Option 1: Property Tax 

This is the current method for funding the City's non-growth related stormwater 
management program. Charges were based on the assessed value of the property 
at the corresponding City tax rate. Property charges reflect the total tax payment 
that would be allocated to the City's stormwater program, using the projected levy 
allocation which varies by the service level revenue requirement. Payments in lieu 
of taxes have been incorporated into the calculation; however, all other tax-exempt 
properties would not contribute monetarily to the City's stormwater program. 

Option 2: Variable Fee (ERU) 

Charges were based on the amount of impervious area, where the base billing unit 
is the average impervious area for residential properties (expressed per dwelling 
unit). For residential properties, the number of Equivalent Residential billing units 
(ERU) is equal to the number of dwelling units. For non-residential properties, the 
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STAFF 
REPORT Making a Difference 

number of ERU billing units was determined based on the actual impervious area 
divided by the average residential dwelling unit impervious area (188 m2 or 2,025 
ft2

). The impervious area within public transportation rights-of-way has not been 
included, as these are considered part of the City's stormwater management 
system. The base rate (property charge per ERU per month) incorporates user fee 
exemptions because fee-exempt properties would not contribute monetarily to the 
City's stormwater program. However, tax exemptions need not be considered for 
any user fee options. 

Option 3: Variable Fee (SFU) 

Charges were based on the amount of impervious area, using the average 
impervious area for single-family detached homes as the base billing unit. For 
residential properties, each detached home is assigned one Single-Family billing 
unit (SFU) and fractional billing units are assigned to higher density residential 
property types (since apartments, condominiums, and townhouses have a smaller 
impervious area footprint per dwelling unit than detached homes). For non­
residential properties, the number of SFU billing units was determined based on the 
actual impervious area divided by the average detached home impervious area 
(250 m2 or 2,690 ft2

). The base rate (property charge per SFU per month) 
incorporates the user fee exemptions noted in Option 2. 

Option 4: Variable Fee (Tiered SFU) 

Charges were based on the amount of impervious area in a manner similar to 
Option 3, with the exception that single-family detached homes would be 
categorized into individual tiers. For example, three tiers can be used to identify 
Small, Medium, and Large detached homes with corresponding SFU factors 
assigned (e.g., Small tier homes are assigned a smaller charge than the average 
detached homes and Large tier homes assigned a larger charge). Charges and 
exemptions for all other property types remain the same as Option 3. Property 
charges were based on three detached home tiers; however, other municipalities 
have used five or more tiers, depending on the local housing characteristics. 

Option 5: Flat Fee (area based) 

A flat fee approach was investigated whereby all properties would be charged the 
same fee regardless of zoning type, assessed value, or impervious characteristics. 
For this option, the basis of charge was the property area. The base rate was 
expressed on a per hectare basis, which accounts for the total amount of fee­
eligible land area (developed or developable) in the City. Property charges 
incorporate the user fee exemptions noted in Option 2. 
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REPORT 
Option 6: Flat Fee (property based) 

Making a Ditfom1ce 

For this option, the basis of charge was the property count. The base rate was 
expressed on a per property basis, which accounts for the total number of fee­
eligible properties in the City. Because this method of charge allocation does not 
distinguish between properties, it is anticipated that this option (and all subsequent 
property count based options) would be considered as a tax rather than a user fee. 
As a result, property charges incorporate the tax exemptions noted in Option 1. 

Option 7: Hybrid Fee (area based) 

A hybrid approach was investigated that combines the simplicity of a flat rate based 
on property size with the fairness and equity of a variable rate based on impervious 
area. For this option, all residential properties would be charged based on the 
average impervious area per dwelling unit (i.e., the residential component of Option 
2). Charges for non-residential properties would be determined based on fee­
eligible property area (i.e., the non-residential component of Option 5). Property 
charges incorporate the user fee exemptions noted in Option 2. 

Option 8: Hybrid Fee (property based) 

For this option, all residential properties would be charged based on the average 
impervious area per dwelling unit (i.e., the residential component of Option 2). 
Charges for non-residential properties would be determined based on fee-eligible 
property count (i.e., the non-residential component of Option 6). Property charges 
incorporate the tax exemptions noted in Option 1. 

Option 9: Tiered Flat Fee (area based) 

A tiered flat fee approach was investigated that extends Options 5 and 6 by 
distinguishing separate rates for residential and non-residential properties. For this 
option, the base rates would be based on the corresponding amount of fee-eligible 
residential and non-residential land area. Property charges incorporate the user fee 
exemptions noted in Option 2. 

Option 10: Tiered Flat Fee (property based) 

For this option, the base rates would be based on the corresponding count of fee­
eligible residential and non-residential properties. Property charges incorporate the 
tax exemptions noted in Option 1. 
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Annual Charge Comparison 

Making a Difference 

Table 2 compares the annual stormwater charges for representative properties 
throughout Guelph. For each property type, the average annual charge per property 
is shown for the various funding options, grouped by the service level scenario. For 
reference, the average single-family detached homeowner currently contributes 
approximately $38 per year for stormwater management through property tax, as 
indicated in the top left entry in Table 2. 

Table 2: Annual Stormwater Charge Comparison 

Funding 
Option Condo. 

1-Tax $38 $27 $35 $24 $30 $728 $502 
2-Variable Fee (ERU) $31 $31 $62 $31 $31 $1,220 $471 
3-Variable Fee (SFU) $41 $29 $57 $16 $29 $477 $465 
4-Variable Fee (Tiered SFU) $41 $29 $57 $16 $29 $477 $465 
5-Fiat Fee (area based) $46 $22 $40 $12 $19 $425 $441 
6-Fiat Fee (property based) $72 $72 $72 $72 $72 $72 $72 
7 -Hybrid Fee (area based) $26 $26 $53 $26 $26 $1,032 $495 
8-Hybrid Fee (property based) $28 $28 $55 $28 $28 $1,079 $816 
9-Tiered Flat Fee (area based) $43 $21 $37 $11 $18 $401 $475 
1 0-Tiered Flat Fee (property based) $41 $41 $41 $41 $41 $41 $816 
Funding Scenano: lntenm Serv1ce Level (4.4M/yr program needs) 
1-Tax $71 $51 $67 $46 $58 $1,385 $955 
2-Variable Fee (ERU) $58 $58 $115 $58 $58 $2,252 $870 
3-Variable Fee (SFU) $76 $53 $106 $30 $53 $885 $862 
4-Variable Fee (Tiered SFU) $76 $53 $106 $30 $53 $885 $862 
5-Fiat Fee (area based) $87 $42 $75 $22 $35 $800 $829 
6-Fiat Fee (property based) $136 $136 $136 $136 $136 $136 $136 
7 -Hybrid Fee (area based) $49 $49 $98 $49 $49 $1,924 $933 
8-Hybrid Fee (property based) $52 $52 $103 $52 $52 $2,018 $1,537 
9-Tiered Flat Fee (area based) $82 $39 $70 $21 $33 $755 $895 
1 0-Tiered Flat Fee (property based) $77 $77 $77 $77 $77 $77 $1,537 
Funding Scenano: Sustainable Serv1ce Level (6.4M/yr program needs) 
1-Tax $105 $75 $99 $67 $85 $2,036 $1.404 
2-Variable Fee (ERU) $84 $84 $168 $84 $84 $3,284 $1,268 
3-Variable Fee (SFU) $112 $78 $156 $45 $78 $1,306 $1 ,272 
4-Variable Fee (Tiered SFU) $112 $78 $156 $45 $78 $1,306 $1,272 
5-Fiat Fee (area based) $127 $61 $109 $32 $52 $1,173 $1,216 
6-Fiat Fee (property based) $199 $199 $199 $199 $199 $199 $199 
7 -Hybrid Fee (area based) $73 $73 $146 $73 $73 $2,862 $1,367 
8-Hybrid Fee (property based) $76 $76 $151 $76 $76 $2,956 $2,252 
9-Tiered Flat Fee (area based) $120 $57 $103 $30 $49 $1,106 $1,313 
10-Tiered Flat Fee (property based) $113 $113 $113 $113 $113 $113 $2,252 

Notes: 
1. Values are in present day dollars (inflation is not included). 

$761 
$1,314 
$1,293 
$1,293 
$1,156 

$72 
$1,299 

$816 
$1,245 

$816 

$1.447 
$2.425 
$2,397 
$2,397 
$2,174 

$136 
$2.446 
$1,537 
$2,347 
$1,537 

$2,127 
$3,536 
$3,538 
$3,538 
$3,189 

$199 
$3,584 
$2 ,252 
$3.441 
$2,252 

2. This represents the tax funded component of the program (capital funding from Development Charges is not included). 
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The charges shown are only meant to reflect the statistical average for each 
category they represent; individual charges for properties within each category will 
vary widely. Representative charges for 22 specific Institutional, Commercial, and 
Industrial (ICI) properties were also determined as part of this study. 

Revenue Distribution Comparison 

Figure 1 shows the overall revenue distributions by property type for the various 
funding options. The distribution of City tax levy contributions is shown in the upper 
left and single unit residential properties (shown in blue) currently contribute the 
majority of funding for the City's stormwater program. Multi-unit properties are 
shown in yellow and non-residential properties are shown in blue. The distribution 
of estimated impervious area throughout Guelph is shown in the upper right corner 
of Figure 1, and this was the charge basis for Options 2-4. The revenue distribution 
for charges based on fee-eligible developable land area (Options 5, 7, and 9) is 
shown in the bottom left corner of Figure 1. The revenue distribution for charges 
based on fee-eligible property counts (Options 6, 8, and 10) is shown in the bottom 
right corner of Figure 1. 

Table 3 compares the potential annual revenue distribution, grouped by charge 
basis and property classifications. Note values have been rounded to the nearest 
decimal place, and the resulting percentages would remain equal across service 
level scenarios. The table indicates a wide range in the distribution of revenue 
depending on the funding option charge basis. When revenue distributions are 
compared, the difference between residential and non-residential contributions is: 

• Tax Levy: 40.5% (i.e., residential properties contribute 70.2% versus 29.8% 
for non-residential); 

• Impervious Area: 5.8%; 

• Developable Land Area: -1.5%; and 

• Property Count: 92.5%. 
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Tax Levy Distribution (Option 1) 

16.1% 

Detached, 48.8% 

Single 
Unit, 3.1% 

Making a Difference 

Impervious Area (Options 2, 3, 4) 

1.4% 

Commercial & 
Industrial, 47.1% 

Detached, 39.8% 

2·6 Unit, 1.6% 

Developable Land Area (Options 5, 7, 9) Property Count (Options 6, 8, 10) 

Indust ria l, 25.6% 

-·-·-----·----

Single­
Residential, 

46.0% 

Multi­
Residential, 3.2% 

Townhouse, 
3.4% 

Other Single 
Unit, 6.0% 

Detached, 68.5% 

---'---·--·--------------~MJ~Iti!!:-~U!)_!ni!JI R~e~s~ld~e~n!!_!ti a'!!_l---1 
Non-Residential 

Figure 1: Revenue Distribution by Property Type 
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Table 3: Revenue Distribution Comparison 

Revenue Distribution 

Category 
Tax Impervious Developable Property 
Levy Ale a Land Plea Count 

Single Unit Res'l 51.9% 42.2% 46.0% 74.5% 
Multi- Unit Res'l 18.3% 10.7% 3.2% 21 .7% 

Non-Residential 29 .8% 47.1% 50.8% 3.7% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Credit Program 

Making a Diffmnco 

The annual charges presented above reflect the base charges allocated to property 
owners and do not include a consideration for individual credits. A stormwater user 
fee credit program provides financial incentives by offering a reduction to the base 
stormwater charge for landowners who implement measures, practices, or activities 
in lieu of the City's stormwater management services. That is, property owners who 
reduce stormwater runoff or who improve the quality of the stormwater runoff that 
discharges from their property into the City's stormwater system and/or 
surrounding waterbodies may qualify for a credit and receive a reduction in their 
user fee. Credits can be cumulative for measures that provide flooding and erosion 
protection, water quality treatment, and other environmental enhancements or 
non-structural best practices. 

ES.4 Study Conclusions and Recommendations 

Based on the findings of this study, the following conclusions were made: 

• The current tax-funded stormwater management program (i.e., Status Quo 
service level) does not meet all of the City's needs. To meet its needs, a 
Sustainable service level is necessary and there is presently a $4.1M/year 
funding gap between the Status Quo and Sustainable service levels. 

• A stormwater user fee is capable of generating a sustainable, stable, and 
dedicated funding source. 

• A user fee based on impervious area allocates costs of the municipal 
stormwater management program in the most fair and equitable manner to 
all properties throughout the City, due to the correlation between impervious 
area and quantity/quality of stormwater runoff contributed to the City's 
stormwater system. 

• A user fee based on property counts has the least fairness and equity in 
terms of cost allocation. 
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• A user fee provides a greater opportunity for increasing public understanding 
of stormwater management through the adoption of a credit program. 
Financial incentives can help to change the actions and behaviors of 
developers, property and business owners towards reducing the contribution 
of stormwater runoff and pollutant loading to the City's stormwater system. 

• Tax exempt status has no bearing on whether the property is subject to a 
user fee . As a result, a user fee would result in new service charges to tax­
exempt property owners, except in the case of fee-exempt properties 
(described in Option 2) or those that currently contribute payments in-lieu-of 
taxes. 

• When comparing base charges between taxable properties, the tax option 
favors those with a large impervious footprint per dollar of assessed value 
(i.e., relatively low assessed value per square meter of impervious area). A 
funding mechanism based on property tax can encourage sprawling 
development. 

• When comparing base charges between taxable properties, a variable rate 
user fee based on impervious area favors those with a small impervious 
footprint per dollar of assessed value (i.e., relatively high assessed value per 
square meter of impervious area. A funding mechanism based on impervious 
area can encourage higher density "smart growth". 

• Additional administration costs would need to be considered for all user fee 
options. The user fee charges reflect estimated annual administration costs 
of up to $370,000 for the Sustainable service level. This additional cost 
represents an additional 5% of the total program cost, which is typical for 
other municipalities that have implemented a similar stormwater user fee. 

• The feasibility of a user fee was confirmed in this study. In order to proceed 
beyond the feasibility stage, the City will need to develop a detailed plan that 
addresses the timelines and resource requirements for establishing and 
administering a new stormwater user fee, including the development of a 
credit policy, database management activities, adaptation or creation of a 
billing system, and the related policy and business process considerations. 
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Preferred Alternative 

The project team determined that the preferred alternative is Option 2, 

Making a Dilftrence 

representing a variable rate user fee based on the Equivalent Residential Unit (ERU) 
methodology, based on the following rationale: 

• It provides the best balance between administrative costs and fairness/equity 
principles; 

• Every household would pay the same amount (i.e., condominium units would 
be charged the same as townhouses); 

• Single-family detached residential properties would be charged roughly 15-
20% less, on average, towards the stormwater program than what they are 
currently paying through property taxes (note that detached homes 
represent approximately 69% of all properties and 71% of all residential 
properties in Guelph); and 

• Commercial properties would be charged roughly 5-10% less, on average, 
than what they are currently paying through property taxes (note that 
commercial properties represent approximately 2% of all properties and 54% 
of all non-residential properties in Guelph). 

Recommendations 

Based on the study findings and conclusions noted above, it is recommended that 
the City of Guelph: 

1) Transition the non-growth related component of its stormwater management 
program from a tax-funded service to a dedicated variable user fee based on 
impervious area; and 

2) Proceed with the development of an implementation strategy with the following 
considerations: 

a) Develop a variable user fee based on impervious area using the Equivalent 
Residential Unit (ERU) methodology; 

b) Determine an appropriate level of service and funding including a phasing 
schedule; and 

c) Develop a credit program/policy to allow for property owners the opportunity 
to reduce fees through the implementation of on-site stormwater measures. 

PAGE 30 


	disclosure of pecuniary interest and General Nature Thereof
	confirmation of minutes – December 8, 2015 Open Meeting Minutes
	CONSENT AGENDA
	items extracted from consent agenda
	STAFF UPDATES and announcements
	adjournment
	NEXT MEETING – March 1, 2016
	ADP8500.tmp
	That report 15-102 regarding the Rental Housing Alternative Approach Update, dated December 8, 2015, be received.
	1. That the report from Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise dated December 8, 2015 regarding sign by-law variances for 400 Speedvale Avenue East, be received.
	2. That the request for variances from the Sign By-law for 400 Speedvale Avenue East to permit a sign with an area of 2.77mP2P to be located on the second storey of the building face, be approved.
	IDE-2015.46 MUNICIPAL PROPERTY & BUILDING COMMEMORATIVE NAMING COMMITTEE TERMS OF REFERENCE UPDATE

	ADP3AB9.tmp
	INFRASTRUCTURE, DEVELOPMENT & ENTERPRISE COMMITTEE
	CONSENT AGENDA
	A Reports from Administrative Staff

	0BREPORT




