
From: Elizabeth Snell 
Sent: March 8, 2012 1:50 PM
To: Michelle Mercier
Subject: Envision Guelph

I am a board member of Transition Guelph http://transitionguelph.org/.  
A couple of years ago a large group of interested Transition Guelph members 
compiled their vision for Guelph in 2030.  Given the 2031 timeline of Envision 
Guelph, I thought you might be interested in the summary page - please see 
attached - as a form of public input representing the approximately 50 people 
who participated in the exercise (Transition Guelph members/contacts number in 
the many hundreds).
I appreciated the chance to review the Envision Guelph material at City Hall 
this week.  It seems to me that the general direction is toward the Transition 
Guelph vision.
Best wishes with the next steps.
Elizabeth Snell
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Transition Guelph – Assembled Hopes for Guelph in 2030:  DRAFT  

In 2030, Guelph will be a community of dense, diverse, largely self-contained neighbourhoods 
connected by healthy natural corridors with clear, free-flowing streams.  Everyone will live near 
community gardens and communal play areas.  Rain runoff will approach natural rates, largely soaked 
up by green roofs, street trees, gardens and permeable street surfaces.   

Vegetable gardens will be numerous, replacing lawns and sprouting in schoolyards.  University lands will 
be operating farms.  Fruit and nut trees will be widespread.  Cold frames will be common.  Some 
livestock and bee-keeping will be permitted.  Bustling neighbourhood and central markets will be open 
daily.  Permaculture methods will be popular; local food processing will proliferate. 

Buildings – many attached - will be energy-self-sufficient and often energy-producing.  Solar energy - 
passive, solar thermal, solar PV – will be extensively used along with highly effective insulation. Where 
appropriate, wind, water-power, ethanol and geo-thermal energy will be tapped and community energy 
sharing organized.  Grey water systems will be routine.  Affordable housing will be plentiful and big box 
stores will be transformed into community spaces. 

Local business will flourish throughout the city, providing meaningful work for all.  Many transactions 
will use local currency.  The proximity of work and play will leave little need for distant travel.  Regional 
and local public transit – rail and bus - will be integrated, affordable, convenient and renewably 
powered.  Most people will walk and bike, enjoying a safe, extensive network of trails and streets.  Cars 
will be few, very small, shared and powered renewably.  Electric bikes and scooters will be numerous.   

Schools will teach children and youth how to live sustainably, including urban farming and food 
preparation, ecology, community interdependence, creative thinking and self-fulfillment.  Youth will be 
active in sports and interactive games as well as engaged in the community.  Education will continue 
throughout life with mentoring, re-training to local sustainable occupations, and accessible libraries.  
Music, art, theatre and festivals will thrive.  

Social interactions will flourish - driven by local provision of food, shelter and jobs, and by many 
cooperative ventures.  Urban density, the slow pace and emphasis on walking will contribute.  Everyone 
will know their neighbours.  Generations will mix.  TV viewing will shift to broad participation in cultural 
activities. Support will be available to any who need it.  All will have input to community decisions. 

Most people will be in excellent health because of good diet and exercise, clean air and water, low 
stress, a rich network of community connections, the healing effects of working with the land, and high 
levels of happiness.  Health care will be easily available and include a wide range of providers.   

Understanding our interconnectedness with others and with nature will be universal.  Material use will 
be low and largely homespun or fairly traded; relationships and creativity will be prolific, nurtured by 
ideas from around the world.  All activities will honour ecosystem integrity – in Guelph, in our 
watershed, in our bioregion and on our planet.  Guelph will be resilient to the soaring cost of oil and will 
contribute no more than its fair share of the greenhouses gases that the planet can sustainably absorb. 





From: Robert Mason  
Sent: March 30, 2012 5:19 PM 
 
Mayor Farbridge, Councillors & Planning Staff: 
 
Re: Official Plan Update Phase 3 (OPA 48) 
 363-369 Gordon Street and 1 College Avenue 
 
  
As noted in our correspondence of May 2010 (copy enclosed herein), we are the registered 
owners of the northwest commercial/residential corner at College & Gordon.  We are pleased 
that the draft official plan has shown our two commercial properties as 'Neighbourhood Mixed 
Use Centre', but we object to staff not recommending the same being applied to our entire 
contiguous holdings at this corner, which includes 1 College Avenue immediately to the west.   
 
The Old University CIP laid out several principals for redevelopment and envisioned an 
expansion of the corner to the north and west, which would include our property at 1 College 
Avenue. The CIP also recommended that this expanded designation should be linked to the 
Official Plan review.  Accordingly, the draft OP should be specifically amended to reflect this 
designation.  Redevelopment at this important gateway corner would not be feasible without the 
expansion of the ‘Neighbourhood Mixed Use Centre’ to our adjacent property. 
 
In addition, it is critical to note that access to our commercial node is not in our ownership.  At 
the present time, a lease has secured the two access points; however, there is no guarantee 
that this lease can be renewed in perpetuity.  Without the two entry / egress points over the 
leased land to our site, the commercial node cannot survive, unless access is provided through 
our abutting property at 1 College Avenue.  This is the appropriate time to ensure the continued 
viability of this long standing commercial node by extending the 'Neighbourhood Mixed Use 
Centre' designation onto this property too. 
 
The attached sketch illustrates our ownership of the corner. The consolidation of our parcels, 
including 1 College Avenue under a single ‘Neighbourhood Mixed Use Centre’ designation will 
provide uninterrupted access to the site, and ensure the future viability of this site as intended 
by the CIP. 
  
We would request that staff contact us to meet and discuss our issues in more detail. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
NOSAM PROPERTIES LIMITED 
& NASA HOLDINGS INC. 
 
 
Robert Mason 
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April 2, 2012 
 
City of Guelph 
City Hall, 1 Carden Street 
Guelph, Ontario 
N1H 3A1 
 
Attention:  Mayor Farbridge and Members of Council 
 
Re:  Envision Guelph – released January 30, 2012 
 Abode Varsity Living, 716 Gordon Street 
 Public Meeting April 2, 2012 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments with respect to the Envision Guelph 
Official Plan Amendment No. 48.  On behalf of our non-profit corporation, Mayfield Park 
Community Association, I can advise that we are in strong support of the proposed “Low 
Density Residential” designation proposed within the “Intensification Corridor” for the 
property located at 716 Gordon Street.  This designation would permit a density of 35 units 
per hectare.  This property is 1.7 hectares in area which would permit a total of 60 units to 
locate on this property.  This is a Places to Grow density of 105 people per hectare 
assuming 3 people per unit.  This exceeds the Places to Grow target of 50 people per 
hectare and is appropriate along the intensification corridor. A development proposal of 60 
units would allow for the preservation of the heritage trees on the property, not overpower 
the Heritage designated house on the adjacent site, and meet the required zoning 
regulations (including parking) while still meeting intensification goals. Residential re-
development of this property at this density would be transit supportive, encourage 
walkability and be compatible with the existing low-rise neighbourhood. 
  
We commend the City staff regarding their preparation of Envision Guelph and encourage 
Council to support our neighbourhood and approve the “Low Density Residential” 
designation on 716 Gordon Street as proposed.    
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to provide these comments. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
 
 
 
Kate MacDonald 
President 
Mayfield Park Community Association 
 
cc: Todd Salter, City of Guelph 
 
MPAC.doc 
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April 2, 2012 
TO:  Mayor Farbridge and Council Members 
RE:  Official Plan Update  48 Phase 3  
 
Madame Mayor and Councillors: 
 
RE:   Envision Guelph – City of Guelph Proposed Draft Official Plan OPA 48 
 
We have reviewed the proposed OPA 48 and have the following comments: 
 
We do not believe that our original comments and concerns in our letter of May, 10, 2010  have been addressed by 
planning staff in “Attachment 5 “Policy Specific Comments received since April 2010.” Pg. 44. 
  
Therefore we are resubmitting our concerns and comments re the proposed medium density:  
 
General Comments about increased density:   

• Potential negative impacts of increased density on quality of life of existing residents 
• Increased density must be compatible with and not negatively impact adjacent residents and our community as a 

whole 
• OPA policies  should support compatible development in existing  neighbourhoods  
• More density will further exacerbate existing traffic problems  
• Residents cannot support higher density in Kortright Hills as no comprehensive traffic management plan has been 

conducted. 
• Concern about economic   impacts of growth and increased property taxes 
• This is a Greenfield area so why medium density?  

   
 
 Proposed medium density on Niska Rd. 
On April 9th 2010 a request was made to planning staff for further information with respect to the maximum number units 
that could be allowed on Niska related to the number of hectares to be re-designated to medium density residential.   In 
other words how many 5 storey apartments could potentially be built if the lands were rezoned? To date we have not 
received this information.  Without this information there is insufficient information to evaluate what impacts higher density 
will have on residents on Ptarmigan and the community as a whole.   In this new OPA 42 Draft the height has been 
increased to allow 6 storey apartment buildings. We believe that this proposed new increase in height will may affect our 
viewscapes, shading and only serve to further exacerbate traffic problems on Niska Rd.  
Residents along Niska Rd. are already negatively impacted by regional traffic from Highway 24.  Niska RD. was originally 
designed to discourage regional traffic.  Niska was not designed to be an arterial road. Without a comprehensive traffic 
management plan the re-designation of lands on Niska to medium density will further aggravate existing health and safety 
problems related to traffic and is therefore inappropriate.   
 
The one lane Bailey bridge is a courtesy bridge with history of fatalities and accidents.  A one way traffic light at this bridge 
could potentially alleviate some of the safety issues at this bridge. Members did not support the upgrading of the bridge to 
a 2 lane structure as this would only increase regional traffic.  The current road grades and elevations are not safe for the 
existing volume of traffic especially in winter.   The intersection of Niska and Downey meets the warrants for traffic lights 
but may not be permitted related to the location of Woodland Glen and the Hanlon.  
 
The Niska Rd. Environmental Assessment is needed before any changes in density are approved.  
 
Medium density on Niska does not appear to support the OP principles of a walk able, compact community as this 
proposal is on the fringe of the city and there are few services in this area.    
 
Higher density may impact the ecological integrity of the adjacent Speed River PSW.  
 
The proposed minimum density does not allow flexibility in future zoning proposals. 
 
After a long and extensive OMB mediation process (PL 050323) all parties signed the revised documents including 
Minutes of Settlement and Planning Approval Documents. The OMB decision #3143 was final on November 8, 2006. As 
part of this decision OPA 26 was approved by the OMB.  Therefore we would appreciate assurances from both City of 
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Guelph Planning and Legal staff that this proposed OPA 42 does not in any way alter or negatively impact the OPA  26 
approved by the OMB.  If there are alterations please advise us in writing of where these changes are proposed.  
 
KHCA recognizes that our position may not represent the neighbourhood and membership as whole and individual 
members and residents still have the right to express their support, concerns and objections for the proposed OPA 
changes in writing or at meetings.   
 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted on behalf of KHCA Inc.  by: 
 
 
 
Laura Murr 
President KHCA Inc.  
 
 
 
 
 



From: judy martin 
Sent: April 2, 2012 12:03 PM 
To: Dolores Black 
Subject: comments on OPA 48 
 
 

 
 
April 2, 2012 
 
Dear Mayor Farbridge and Councillors, 
 
Sierra Club Canada provides the following comments with respect to Official Plan 
Amendment 48: 
 
The Official Plan is a complex, lengthy, and technical document. The proposed amendment 
essentially rewrites much of it. In the interest of transparency it is important for Council and 
the public to be able to review the amendment and to understand how it relates to the 
current OP that guides the City. 
 
To comprehend the official plan amendment as proposed, one needs to be a full-time 
professional with detailed knowledge of the current OP. This is a lot to ask of our councillors 
and far beyond the reach of most residents of Guelph. 
 
To put the OP amendment into a context that can be thoughtfully considered, staff should 
be asked to provide a single document that 1) indicates with strikeouts the provisions in the 
current OP that are to be deleted 2) indicates with underlines or some other method the 
proposed changes/additions.  It would also be helpful to have a companion document that 
explains the intent behind each major change. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 
 
 
Judy Martin, Regional Representataive 
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Submission to City Council April 2 2012 

Regarding Official Plan Update Phase 3 (OPA 48) 
 
Submitted by Hugh Whiteley  

Requests 

(1) That the central focus on Guelph’s rivers and river valleys as the "backbone" of  
Guelph’s linked open space lands and a critical, integral component of Guelph's 
image be restored in the Official Plan. 
 

(2) That the River System Management Plan be retained as a guide for the preparation 
of plans within river and tributary corridors. 

(3) That the specific quantified protection for the comprehensively defined open space 
and environmental corridors along the rivers and tributaries be restored in the 
Official Plan. This includes retention of sections 3.6.18; 6.9.2 through 6.9.5; 7.3.11; 
and 7.3.15. 

(4) That ravines be included in the Official plan listing of valued features to be 
safeguarded. 

(5) That the Vision Statement for the Official Plan be rewritten as a guide to the long-
term aims of the City. 

(6) The background statement of the Official Plan should be rewritten to name the 
demographic and economic challenges to be overcome by the City. 

Explanation 

Focus on river corridors 

The current Official Plan gives high prominence to the Speed and Eramosa river valleys, 
and the tributary valleys in the city, as both the backbone of the city’s linked open space 
system and as the vital linkage in the Natural Heritage System. The Official Plan 
incorporates the holistic approach of the River System Management Plan with a 
recognition of multi-faceted benefits and functions of the corridors. The Official Plan 
emphasizes naturalization of the riverland corridors as the preferred treatment subject to a 
feasibility criterion where intense development in the downtown area restricts this option. 

The current draft of OPA 48 drastically reduces the emphasis on riverlands as an integral 
component of Guelph’s image and character. The current OP references the Speed River 
at a frequency of 24 mentions per hundred pages of text. OPA 48 reduces the mention of 
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the Speed River to 4 mentions per hundred pages. River corridors have been diminished 
to a minor feature of Guelph. 

Abandonment of the River System Management Plan and its quantitative protection 

Guelph has two distinctive planning initiatives that set it apart from other Canadian cities. 
One is the River System Management Plan and the other the Community Energy 
Initiative. The current version of OPA 48 retains a strong emphasis on the Community 
Energy Initiative but abandons, without notice or justification, the River System 
Management Plan.  

The RSMP is distinctive because it correctly identifies that only a holistic approach that 
incorporates the perspectives of natural heritage system, cultural heritage, open space 
values including important spiritual aspects, recreational aspects, and urban design can 
properly establish the value and importance of rivers and riverlands to a community. The 
approach in OPA 48 is to reduce the role of rivers and riverlands to the single dimension 
of a technically-defined natural heritage system and then further diminishes the 
protection afforded to river systems by emphasizing a legalistic approach that 
preferentially seeks to minimize the protection afforded to river and riverlands to the 
minimum requirements set by the Provincial Policy Statement. 

The effect of this change in approach is evident in OPA 42. The result of the OPA42 
process was to reduce the overall Natural Heritage System of the city of Guelph by 10 % 
compared to the NHS of the 2001 OP. The appeal process currently underway will create 
a further loss of NHS.  

Without the support provided by the current OP for a proper comprehensive view of the 
protective requirements for river corridors, and the resulting minimum 30 metre setback 
or top of  steep slope 15 metere setback provision as a minimum protected corridor, there 
are at least two valuable corridor elements that are likely to be lost. One is the mature 
forest on the east side of the Speed River that provides the dramatic backdrop to the 
Speed River at Riverside Park. The other is the lovely viewscape along the Eramosa 
River in the York Road Innovation District. 

The River System Management Plan should be reaffirmed as the basic document guiding 
development in the river and tributary corridors and the specific quantitative 
requirements for protection of river corridors restored to the text of the Official Plan. 

Protection Of Ravines 

The current OP and OPA 48 both ignore the special places that wooded ravines are and 
the high value placed on them in Guelph. There are at least three ravinest that warrant 
protection (Silvercreek ravine at Howit Park, Watson Creek Ravine, and  the Maple 



3 
 

Street Ravine). The Official Plan should acknowledge the value of these features and 
rovide the base for a Ravine By-law similar to the Toronto By-law. 

 

Vision Statement 

The vision statement in OPA 48 reads like a hypothesis to be used as a basis for technical 
evaluation of the implementation of the Official Plan. 

Vision 

The integration of energy, transportation and land use planning will make a 
difference in the environmental sustainability, cultural vibrancy, economic 
prosperity and social well-being of Guelph. 

The vision statement of the Official Plan should be an inspiring and realistic 
encapsulation of the core values and intentions of the city. Other Official Plans, the OP 
for Oakville for example, are helpful examples. 

I would suggest the following: 

Guelph is a city that cares for all its citizens; a city progressing steadily toward a stable 
sustainable and perpetually-renewing equilibrium; an equilibrium that provides an innovative 
and prosperous economy, a rich and varied cultural enterprise, a built form that recognizes,   
and celebrates the lasting values of  Guelph’s built heritage, and a generous integrated 
greenland system  of parkland, open spaces and natural areas that respects,  protects and 
enhances Guelph’s distinctive landscape of rivers, hills, ravines, forests, and  meadows, and 
that nourishes the natural environment that sustains all life. 

 

Realistic Background 

The background to the Official Plan should include a brief summary of the demographic and 
economic trends that must be taken into account in the planning period. The Burlington Official 
Plan has an excellent presentation of this type of information. One example of the trends to be 
recognized is the advancing median age of the population. For example in the ten years from 
2001 to 2011 the key age group in the workforce and in household formation (25 to 44) did not 
grow at all in Guelph. This is a major challenge in maintaining a prosperous and innovative 
community. 

 

 



mmercier
Text Box
#8









mmercier
Text Box
#9a











mmercier
Text Box
#9b







mmercier
Text Box
#10





March 23, 2012 

 

City of Guelph 

1 Carden Street, 3rd Floor 

Guelph, On N1H 3A1                                      Email: OPUpdate@guelph.ca 

 Attention: Ms. Melissa Aldunate,  Senior Policy Planner  

Cc: Mr. Todd Salter, General Manager, Planning and Community Services 

Dear Ms. Alduante; 

A Few weeks ago I attended a public open house at City Hall to review and comment on the City’s 

Official Plan review (OPA 48) presentation, with City staff on hand for questions.  

Pursuant to your guidelines provided at the public open house I would like to request this letter be 

recorded and dully submitted to council in advance of their OPA 48 Public Meeting of Council scheduled 

for April 2. 2012 as my opinions and input from both myself a resident of Guelph and, as a commercial 

Real Estate Broker For Colliers International. 

I am a long time proud resident of Guelph. As an established commercial real estate broker in this area I 

have been aggressive in promoting Guelph as a business and residential destination directly for over 22 

years. I have been proud to have been successful in bringing to Guelph; people, major businesses, 

development, and very qualified long term quality stakeholders who through my encouragement have 

invested heavily in Guelph’s future.  Among my clients are and have been some of this City’s largest 

employers as well as presently active major developer clients.  

The foregoing preamble is significant to the following comments as with Guelph, compared to other 

municipalities, being a resident I am well experienced in also responding to the “Guelph Stigma”. Most 

developers and commercial interests I have approached over the years have heard stories about how 

hard it is to do business in Guelph and many soon discover that there is a sense of “once they got you 

here “they nail you at every turn”! They is “the City” and how I suggest staff ultimately interpret and 

apply policies they believe to be clearly the will of Council. It just seems to result in a perpetual off 

balance but inbred mentality that one can observe surfacing in one form or another sooner or later.   

What it does for sure, is leave those (businesses) that experience it with their own sense of need and 

responsibility to flag a distinct caution to others they know who may be considering to risk Guelph as a 

place to bring their businesses.  

First Gulf (as in downtown Waterloo core redevelopment) is an example of a developer who I observed 

felt they would not risk the time to try development in Guelph. The document in the OPA 48, in my 
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opinion has several proposals that such esteemed potential Guelph business players and industry would 

have cause to be concerned with. 

I have tried to review the OPA 48 documents with an eye both as a Guelphite interested in Guelph’s 

plans and as a Guelphite who also keeps trying to entice business and investment to come to my City. I 

have also requested and received feedback from my clients which I share with you in the context of this 

letter . 

I hope there are others who will ferret out constructive criticism of the OPA and I hope you will accept it 

as that and have the wisdom to change where experience and genuine valid input recommends . 

In discussing one aspect I had a concern with, with one of our young Planners at the earlier City Hall 

Public Open House, I challenged him to explain for example; Why the OPA would propose such an 

unreasonable and specific employment density of 36 jobs per hectare for industrial lands! He didn’t 

seem to understand why this would be a problem and referenced it as a requirement to the Places to 

Grow Legislation with staff having to allocate density as they see fair from that provided under the act. I 

don’t see that as being the intended application in the legislation nor does the application make good 

sense. 

I also understood from him that this density is intended to automatically attract industry who would 

then have to meet that requirement thus creating more employment for Guelph. For South Guelph  

instance it doesn’t work that way. South Guelph’s advantage is location to the 401 and the ease with 

which to access that. This clearly translates, and has over the years, to warehouse, distribution and 

logistics/related based companies.    

For me it seemed obvious here was one small but ultimately critical example of the imbedded thinking 

the City, at its core may even be unwittingly nurturing. One that feeds the very stigma of  the “not 

interested in doing business in Guelph reputation we have all been fighting for so many years. It is a 

good example of an issue that will clearly translate into lost business.  

This is a valid opportunity to initiate a few small tweaks to change to this effect. Shouldn’t we be looking 

for what other “standards” (instead of target) gets cemented into policy and not only puts staff in a 

position of no room to provide reasonable flexibility but continues to feed our reputation because “we 

just don’t get it”! 

There has to be other portions of the proposed changes that likely should be carefully reviewed as to 

the real impact of how they are worded and I have discussed that logic but in experience I would suggest 

some of the following must be modified; 

-the issue of water usage (in its worded form) is an obstacle to attracting industry; 

- the board based reference to pattern and design of streets etc. facilitating bicycle lanes trails etc. press 

for costly sidewalks when trails and the like are already incorporated into development requirements; 



-height of buildings is vaguely referenced as suggesting they should be a minimum of two storeys but in 

realty most new industrial buildings run from 24 feet to 40+ feet inside (height) 

-directing warehousing and indoor bulk storage of goods to locate on industrially located designated 

lands within built up areas and rail lines”, unless you allow Greenfield areas as part of this segment you 

eliminate the very areas that are already proven to attract that type of interest and; they generate 

effective revenue for the City. 

-It is important to provide an element of reasonability to a business. Where it is shown to a business not 

to be cost effective to be in Guelph they will back away. Having wording that imposes a business to 

reuse its residual heat energy or water from its employment process has to be qualified as provided it is 

cost effective for the business. 

The City of Guelph is known for inviting dialogue from it’s citizens and as one I appreciate that I can do 

that. I am however also suggesting that in as much as every citizen has a right to be heard this document 

requires an element of strong leadership that demonstrates the wisdom to do what is best for the City. 

In fact the changes suggest in this letter will have no long term negative impact to the citizens rather it 

would enhance the ability for the City to ensure our citizens don’t lose valuable business tax revenue 

and jobs.  

The opportunity to purge and refine a document in relatively small ways as suggested will translate into 

important incentives to business we need. 

I think what may also be available at this time is the opportunity to assess wording that doesn’t fence an 

honest and diligent staffer into a corner whereby he/she has no choice but to apply rigid and seemingly 

unrealistic and uncooperative policies without the reasonable discretion to work with business or 

investors who would otherwise be prepared to be part of the revenue stream to our City. 

Thank you kindly for the opportunity to make my thoughts known and I truly hope that council accepts 

these comments with respect and in the hopes that they will make a difference. 

 

Respectfully yours, 

 

Blake Mills, Vice President/Sales 

 Representative/ Industrial/ Commercial/ Land Group 

 

   

 



 
 
March 27, 2012             Project No. 1206 
 
Guelph City Hall 
1 Carden Street 
Guelph, Ontario 
N1H 3A1 
 
Attention:  Todd Salter, General Manager, Planning and Community Services 
 
Re:    Envision Guelph – Released January 30, 2012 
  Springfield Golf Course, 2054 Gordon Street  
 
I am the planning consultant for the owner of the Springfield Golf and County Club.  This 
property is approximately 40 hectares in area.  The current use is an 18 hole golf course 
including a club house, banquet facilities, restaurant, pro shop and associated parking 
area.  The property is serviced by individual private services.  The pro shop is housed in 
the existing stone farm house.  These uses were established in 1989 when the property 
was located in the Township of Puslinch.  The property was annexed into the City of 
Guelph in 1993.  The subject property is included within the Hanlon Creek Watershed 
Plan which was completed in 1993 then incorporated into the current Official Plan. 
 
The Springfield Golf and Country Club is operated as a fully certified Audubon Society 
golf course practicing sound environmental management and stewardship.   
 
Current Official Plan 
 
The current City of Guelph Official Plan (November 2006 Consolidation) Schedule 1 – 
LAND USE PLAN designates this property as Open Space, Core Greenland and Non-
Core Greenland Overlay.  The existing Open Space designation (section 7.12) permits 
private recreational uses, golf courses, restaurants, club houses, pro shops, public 
halls, other accessory buildings and uses that are normally associated with the main 
recreational use. 
 
Schedule 3 - AREAS OF POTENTIAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES identifies the 
property as an area of archaeological potential.  However, the site has been entirely 
disturbed during the grading required to create the golf course and associated buildings.  
The golf course property should be removed from the area identified as having 
archaeological potential on this basis.  
           

423 Woolwich Street, Suite 201, Guelph, Ontario, N1H 3X3 
Phone (519) 836-7526             Fax (519) 836-9568                   Email   astrid.clos@ajcplanning.ca 
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Schedule 4 – STAGING OF DEVELOPMENT includes the subject property in the Stage 
2 area.  Also included in the Stage 2 lands is the Hanlon Creek Business Park which is 
now being developed.   The portions of the Stage 2 lands along the Hanlon Expressway 
are also being developed as the Southgate Business Park.   

 
“4.2.2 b)   STAGE 2 
 
Priority for the extension of municipal trunk services to support new urban 
development shall be given to those lands designated as Stage 2 servicing areas. 
Development proposals in Stage 2 areas will be considered as services become 
available to the various parcels, and Council indicates that the City is prepared to 
provide the required trunk services. The implementing Zoning By-law, and its 
associated amendment process, may be used as a regulatory mechanism to prevent 
pre-mature zoning of land for activities that do not have adequate municipal services 
associated with them.” 
 
Schedule 4B - SOUTH GUELPH SECONDARY PLAN AREA PHASING OF 
DEVELOPMENT includes the subject property in the Phase 3 area. 
 
“4.2.5.6   Phase 3 
 
Prior to development occurring in areas shown as Phase 3 on Schedule 4B, the 
following must occur: 
 
a)  Extension of the trunk sanitary sewer from the intersection of Clair Road and 

Gordon Street, southerly along Gordon Street. The primary constraint in servicing 
this area is topography, and the associated depth of cover on the sewer. 

 
b)  Extension of the new water pressure zone (as referenced in Phase 2) is required 

before development can proceed in this area.” 
 
The City has completed the Environmental Assessment required for the extension of 
services along Gordon Street abutting the frontage of the subject property.  The 
reconstruction of Gordon Street is scheduled for 2020 based on the current 10 year 
Capital Budget 
 
South Guelph Secondary Plan (OPA No. 2)  
 
Official Plan Amendment No. 2 is the South Guelph Secondary Plan approved by the 
Minister August 17, 1998.  The purpose of this document as stated in OPA No. 2 is, 
 
“The purpose of this Secondary Plan is to introduce new planning policies for southern 
areas that were annexed by the City from the Township of Puslinch in 1993.”   
 



-3- 
 
The final report with respect to the annexation dated 1990-91, “recommended the 
annexation of approximately 4,300 acres of land from the Township of Puslinch and the 
Township of Guelph to the City of Guelph to accommodate the long-term growth of the 
City for a 20 year period.”   Based on the calculations used by the City to justify the 
annexation of the Clair-Maltby lands in 1993, the Clair-Maltby lands were needed to 
accommodate development that would occur by 2011. 
 
OPA No. 39 Local Growth Plan 
 
Schedule 1B – GROWTH PLAN ELEMENTS of OPA No. 39 designates the subject 
property as “Greenfield Area” with a minimum target density of 50 residents and jobs 
per hectare. 
 
“2.4.4.1 The City will meet the forecasted growth within the settlement area through: 
 

c) planning for a minimum density of 50 residents and jobs per hectare in the 
greenfield area.” 

 
Existing Township of Puslinch Zoning 
 
The subject property was included in land annexed into the City in 1993.  The Township 
of Puslinch Zoning is retained on the subject property.  The property is in the C4-2 Zone 
which permits a golf course, restaurant, club house and a single dwelling unit. 
 
Envision Guelph  (Released January 30, 2012) 
 
I have reviewed the proposed Draft Official Plan and am providing the following 
comments with respect to the subject property. 
 
Draft Schedule 2: Land Use Plan, proposes to designate the subject property as “Open 
Space and Park” and Significant Natural Area (currently under appeal).  A new 
boundary has been included on this schedule delineating a “Secondary Planning Area” 
which now includes the subject property.   
 
Section 9.7.2 states the following regarding the “Open Space and Parks” designation: 
 
“9.7.2  Where lands designated Open Space and Parks are in private ownership and a 

development application is made requesting a change to a land use other 
than Open Space and Parks, due consideration shall be given by Council to the 
following: 

 
i)  Council will consider the acquisition of the subject lands, having regard for 

the following: 
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a.  the provision of adequate open space, parks and recreational areas, particularly 

in the vicinity of the subject lands; 
b. the existence of cultural heritage resources or natural heritage features on the 

site; 
c.  the recreational service that is provided by the existing use and the benefits and 

costs accruing to the City through the public acquisition of the property; 
d.  the possibility of any other government agency purchasing or sharing in the 

purchase of the subject lands; and 
e.  the ability of the City to purchase the lands and the priority of the lands in relation 

to the City's overall open space and parks acquisition plan.” 
 
Section 9.7.2 should not apply to the subject property which is private property and not 
open to the general public as a park.  There should be a special policy for the subject 
property added to section 9.7 which states that, 
 

“The Springfield Golf and Country Club is privately owned land.  The 
current golf course use is intended as an interim land use.  The conversion 
of the property to a residential use is anticipated to efficiently use what will 
be serviced land within the urban area and assist the City in meeting the 
Places to Grow Greenfield Area density targets. Section 9.7.2 does not 
apply to this property.” 

 
Alternatively, the Schedule 2 – LAND USE PLAN should designate the subject property 
as “Low Density Greenfield Residential” which is the same land use designation that the 
City has applied to the Victoria West Golf Course in the Draft Official Plan.  
  
Draft Schedule 6 – STAGING OF DEVELOPMENT, proposes a dramatic change in 
comparison with the current Official Plan.  The subject property is within Stage 2 under 
the current Official Plan, which is the same staging as the Guelph Innovation District 
(York District Lands) and the Hanlon Creek Business Park.  Whereas the draft Official 
Plan is proposing a significant change in the timing from Stage 2 to Stage 4 for the 
subject property.  The Clair-Maltby lands should be included in Stage 3 on Schedule 6 
and it should be a priority for the City to initiate and complete a Secondary Plan for this 
area. 
 
Section 9.10 of the Draft Official Plan states that the “Clair–Maltby lands may be 
required for future urban development beyond the year 2031.”  These lands were 
annexed in 1993 by the City from the Township of Puslinch on the basis that there was 
a need for these lands by 2011.  The Clair–Maltby lands should be a priority for the City 
to expedite for development.  These lands should be included in the Places to Grow 
targets to 2031.   
 
Draft Schedule 8 – TRAIL NETWORK shows a City trail bisecting the subject property 
which is private property.  The proposed City trail should be moved to the east to follow  
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the natural heritage features identified on the property.  This is a more appropriate 
location for the proposed City trail and is similar to other City trail locations both existing 
and proposed. 

 
Please provide me with notice of any upcoming meetings and further drafts of the 
Official Plan being released.  We would like to meet with you to review our position with 
respect to these proposed policies and our suggested wording changes.   
 
Yours truly, 

 
Astrid Clos, RPP, MCIP 
 
cc:  Mayor Farbridge and Members of Council 

Tom Krizsan, Springfield Golf and Country Club 
 
 

                     (1206.Springfield Golf Club.doc) 
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AIRD & BERLIS LLP 

Barristers and Solicitors 

Steven A. Zakern 

Direct: 416,865.3440 
E-mail:szakem@airdberlis.com  

March 28, 2012 	 File No. 94693 

VIA EMAIL ( clerks@guelph.ca ) 

Mayor and Members of Council 

City of Guelph 
City Hall, 1 Garden Street 

Guelph, ON N1H 3A1 

Attention: Blair Labelle, City Clerk 

Dear Mr. Labelle: 

Re: 	Proposed Official Plan Amendment No. 48 

Public Meeting Date: April 2, 2012 

We are counsel to Silvercreel< Guelph Developments Limited. 

As the City is aware, our client owns approximately 22 hectares of land known as the 
Silvercreek Junction at 35 and 40 Silvercreek Parkway South (the "Lands"). The Lands 

comprise a decommissioned gravel pit and have been vacant since 1994. In January 2010, 

the Ontario Municipal Board approved our client's applications, supported by the City and 

the Howitt Park Neighbourhood Residents Association, for an Official Plan Amendment 

and Zoning By-law Amendment to permit a mixed-use development comprised of a 

Mixed Use Node, Business Park and High Density Residential components. The approval 

followed a five-year process of application review and negotiations between the parties. 

Since that time, our client has been progressing toward the next stage of approvals. 

Our client has been an active participant in the Official Plan review process. It has 
previously provided written comments with respect to the draft Plan on May 20, 2010 

and July 26, 2010, In addition, we have met with City Staff to discuss potential revisions 

to the proposed Official Plan update. 

We have now had an opportunity to review the updated draft of Official Plan Amendment 

No. 48 and hereby provide the following comments on behalf of our client: 

1. 	Section 1.3.5: Silvercreek understands that the site-specific policies of section 

9.13.2.5, as they may be amended, prevail over all inconsistent policies of OPA 48. 

Brookfield Place, 181 Bay Street, Suite 1800, Box 754 • Toronto, ON > M5J 2T9 - Canada 
T 416.863.1500 F 416.863.1515 

wvdw.air ~iherlis.com  
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2. 3.16 and 4: Silvercreek has identified its issues with respect to OPA 42 as part of 

the Ontario Municipal Board pre-hearing process and earlier submissions to 
Council. It has also indicated that OPA 42 ought to be evaluated in light of the full 

slate of policies now put forward as OPA 48, rather than in isolation. Alternatively, 

OPA 48 ought to reflect the ultimate disposition of the appeals with respect to 

OPA 42. 

3. 8.23.3: We understand that the words "assist in the interpretation and definition" 

underscore the intended status of the urban design guidelines as illustrative but 

not mandatory. 

4. 9.3.4, 9.3.5, 9.4.21, 9.5.3.18 and 9.5.3.19: The encouragement of structured or 

underground parking should be balanced with economic considerations, so that 
the policies do not act as a deterrent to development. 

5. 9.4.2.4: Provisions should be made to permit, but not require residential uses as 

part of Community Mixed-use Centres, as well as to recognize existing and/or 

proposed high density residential uses in close proximity to the Centres. 

6. 9.4.2.4: Townhouses should be set out as a permitted use. This is consistent with 

the current site-specific provisions for Silvercreek Junction. 

7. 9.4.2.6: The market may not support the provision of residential uses above 

commercial uses and multi-storey buildings fronting onto main streets. As such, 
the features encouraged by this section may not be attainable or feasible. We 

note that section 4.5 of the Provincial Policy Statement requires Official Plan 

policies to be reasonable and attainable. Features such as usable second storeys 
above commercial uses, multi-storey buildings fronting onto main streets, 

structured or underground parking may well appear in the long term, potentially 
beyond the horizon of the Plan and certainly not before the next five-year review 

of the Plan. At present and for the foreseeable future, requiring such features 

reduces the value of the land and adds to the amount of required parking, thereby 

limiting the potential for intensification. 

8. 9.4.2.17: The proposed cumulative gross floor area maximum for two of the 

existing Mixed Use Nodes/Community Mixed-use Centres, Woodlawn/Woolwich 

and Paisley/Imperial, have increased substantially since the in-force Official Plan 

and the previous draft of the Official Plan update. Our client questions the basis 

for the increase and requests clarification of the same, particularly in light of the 
amount of consideration and review that these maximums have received in recent 

years. 

AIRD & BERLIS LLP  

Barristers and Solicitors 
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9. 9.4.2.19: This policy regarding maximum net density appears to be inconsistent 

with including permissions for townhouse units in Community Mixed-use Centres. 

10. 9.4.2.22: Minimizing the amount of surface parking in Community Mixed-use 

Centres may not be realistic and achievable. 

11. 9.13.2.5: Silvercreek has submitted an application for an amendment to the 

Official Plan to modify the site-specific policies applicable to the Lands. The 

application (file no. OP1201) seeks to modify the range of permitted uses to 

include a food store and allow building permits to be issued no sooner than 

September 1, 2012. Silvercreek submits that policy 9.13.2.5 should be revised to 
reflect the modifications sought by Silvercreek's Official Plan Amendment 

application. 

12. The Minutes of Settlement between the City and Silvercreek indicate that the City 

would bring forward an amendment to its Brownfield Community Improvement 
Plan to permit retroactive applications under the TIBGP, for eligible costs, 

notwithstanding the fact that the costs were not pre-approved by the City. We 

would request that such an amendment be brought forward. 

Our client will continue to follow the Official Plan review and reserves the right to provide 

additional comments as the process unfolds. 

We would be pleased to discuss our comments further with Staff. 

Yours truly, 

c: 	Matthew West, Silvercreek Guelph Developments Limited 

Astrid J. Clos, Planning Consultant 
Al Hearne, Manager of Development, City of Guelph 

12125714.2 

AIRD & BERLIS LLP 

Barristers and Solicitors 
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April 2, 2012 
 
 
City of Guelph 
Community and Development Services 
1 Carden Street 
Guelph, ON 
N1H 3A1 
 
 
Attention:   Mr. Todd Salter, MCIP, RPP 
   Acting General Manager, Planning Services 
 
 
 
Dear Sir:  
 
Re:  Guelph Official Plan Review 
  Draft Official Plan Amendment No.48  
  Our File 10-529 
 
As you are aware, we act as planning consultants to Armel Corporation with 
regards to several of their land holdings in the westerly area of Guelph.  Further 
to our recent meeting with City staff, we are taking this opportunity to provide 
some preliminary comments with respect to the most recent draft Official Plan 
(‘OPA 48’).  
 
Mixed Use Nodes and Community Mixed Use Centre Designation 
As discussed at our meeting, Armel has a number of concerns regarding the 
policies related the ‘Mixed Use Node’ (which is an urban structure component 
of the Official Plan) and the Community Mixed Use Centre designation (which is 
a land use designation).  
 
The intent of the ‘Mixed Use Nodes’ (‘MUN’) is to identify areas of the City 
wherein a more diverse and compact arrangement of land uses are intended to 
provide a focal points for intensified, mixed use development within the City.  
As such, the ‘Mixed Use Nodes’ encompass a number of properties and most 
importantly, a number of different, specific land use designations within a 5 - 10 
minute walking distance of the Node’s centre.   
 
In contrast, the ‘Community Mixed Use Centre’ (’CMUC”) is a specific land use 
designation applied to individual properties. This designation primarily arose 
from the City’s earlier commercial policy review (OPA 29) and subsequent OMB 
decision regarding the Silver Creek lands.  We understand that CMUC’s form 
an integral (primarily commercial) component of the larger MUN’s, with the 
intention than MUN’s also generally capture surrounding multi-residential, 
community and other land use designations. 
 
 

 
Walker, Nott, Dragicevic  
Associates Limited 
Planning 
Urban Design 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
90 Eglinton Avenue East 
Suite 701 
Toronto, Ontario 
M4P 2Y3 
Tel. 416/968-3511 
Fax. 416/960-0172 
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web: www.wndplan.com 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Peter R. Walker, FCIP, RPP 
Wendy Nott, FCIP, RPP 
Robert A. Dragicevic, MCIP, RPP 
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Andrew Ferancik, MCIP, RPP 

Senior Associate 
 
Martha Coffey 
Controller 
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In this regard, the ‘Community Mixed Use Centre’ designation forms one of a 
number of land use designations that may be found within the ‘Mixed Use 
Node’.  
 
Accordingly, in order to clarify the purpose and intent of the MUN, additional 
policy should be considered in order to clarify to policy intent of the larger areas 
considered as MUN’s relative to the more concise boundaries of the CMUC’s.  
At present, due in part to the cross-referencing of Section 3.11 (MUN) within 
Section 9.4.2 (CMUC), there is the potential for a conclusion to be reached that 
the CMUC designation represents the MUN.  Our discussion regarding ‘urban 
squares’ under the CMUC policies as opposed to the MUN policies is an 
example of where such clarification would be of assistance in the 
implementation of these policies.  
 
Further, there should be some policy flexibility to recognize that some MUN’s 
are already nearly fully developed, while others have not yet developed, or are 
only partially developed.  The policy should positively encourage and enable 
undeveloped MUN’s to mature.  Policies which are prescriptively regulatory 
should be eliminated or adjusted to provide the flexibility necessary to 
encourage and enable build out of MUN’s in all parts of the city, on an equal 
footing.  Building height and usability, parking fields and assignments, store 
front widths, and building massing are examples of prescriptive policy that can 
be problematic if contained within an official plan, such that what should be 
guidelines in effect become regulation. 
 
We also discussed the need to clarify the floorspace assignments in CMUC’s 
(in particular, the Paisley/Imperial CMUC) in order to ensure consistency with 
intent of OPA 29.  
 
Other Commercial Designations 
In addition to the Paisley/Imperial node, Armel owns many other commercial 
properties around the city identified as Service or Neighbourhood Commercial, 
or Mixed Use Corridor, and many of the comments listed above apply equally to 
these other land use designations.   
 
Schedules 
As discussed, we would request that the following matters relating to the OPA 
48 schedules also be considered: 

• Schedule 8: the existing pedestrian trail linkage should be shown 
leading to the Hanlon corridor from Silvercreek Parkway near 
Greengate. 

• Schedule 2: the Natural Heritage System denotation at the 
westerly edge of the city, just south of Paisley Road, should be 
clarified. 
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• Various Schedules: a number of schedules indicate a re-aligned 
Whitelaw Road and/or the closure of the northerly portion of the 
existing Whitelaw Road (Schedule 7); as no formal approval of 
this road re-location/closure has occurred, these matters should 
not be included on the various schedules.  

 
Concluding Remarks 
Armel will continue to work collaboratively with the City staff with respect to 
draft OPA 48 and will provide more detailed comments.  We would be happy to 
meet with you to discuss these comments and please do not hesitate to contact 
the undersigned with respect to any of the comments raised herein.  
 
Yours very truly, 
 
WALKER, NOTT, DRAGICEVIC ASSOCIATES LIMITED 
Planning · Urban Design  

 
 
 

 

 
 

Wendy Nott, FCIP, RPP 
Senior Principal 
  
 
 
cc.   C. Corosky, Armel 
  City Clerk for Members of Council 
 
 

 

 



 
 
 
 
April 11, 2012 
 
 
City of Guelph 
Community and Development Services 
1 Carden Street 
Guelph, ON 
N1H 3A1 
 
 
Attention:   Mr. Todd Salter, MCIP, RPP 
   Acting General Manager, Planning Services 
 
 
Dear Sir:  
 
Re:  Guelph Official Plan Review 
  Draft Official Plan Amendment No.48  
  Our File 10-529 
 
As you are aware, we act as planning consultants to Armel Corporation with 
regard to several of their land holdings in the westerly area of Guelph.  Further 
to our previous submissions we are taking this opportunity to provide further 
comments with respect to the draft Official Plan (‘OPA 48’).  
 
Mixed Use Nodes  
As previously noted, Armel has a number of concerns regarding the policies 
related the ‘Mixed Use Node’ (which is a ‘Growth Plan Element’ of the Official 
Plan) and the Community Mixed Use Centre designation (which is a land use 
designation).  
 
The intent of the ‘Mixed Use Nodes’ (‘MUN’) is to identify areas of the City 
wherein a more diverse and compact arrangement of land uses are intended to 
provide a focal point for intensified, mixed use development.  Conceptually, an 
MUN can encompass a number of properties and most importantly, a number 
of different, specific land use designations.  We have reviewed your schedule 
illustrating this, which suggests an MUN radius based on a 5 - 10 minute 
walking distance of the Node’s centre/main intersection.   
 
We agree with this general depiction of an MUN, and suggest that additional 
policies be added to Section 3.11.1 to better describe this intent.  These 
additional policies should explain that there will be a number of differing land 
use designations within the Node (as shown on Schedule 2) and that this 
diversity of land use designations over a wider area is the means by which the 
mix of uses will be achieved.  Specifically, the ‘Community Mixed Use Centre’ 
(’CMUC”) designation forms one of a number of land use designations that may 
be found within the ‘Mixed Use Node’ (you may wish to list the actual land use 
designations that will be found within the Node in Section 3.11).   
 

 
Walker, Nott, Dragicevic  
Associates Limited 
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Urban Design 
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This would, in our submission, assist in clarifying that the ‘Community Mixed 
Use Centres’ are not the same as the Nodes, but rather that the CMUC is a 
specific land use designation applied to individual properties within a Node. At 
present, due in part to the cross-referencing of Section 3.11 (MUN) within 
Section 9.4.2 (CMUC), there is the potential for a conclusion to be reached that 
the CMUC designation represents the complete MUN. 
 
As previously noted, there should be some policy flexibility to recognize that 
some MUN’s are nearly fully developed, while others have not yet developed, 
or are only partially developed.  The policy should positively encourage and 
enable undeveloped MUN’s to mature.  Policies which are prescriptively 
regulatory should be eliminated or adjusted to provide the flexibility necessary 
to encourage and enable build out of MUN’s in all parts of the city, on an equal 
footing.  
 

Community Mixed Use Centre Designation 
Similar to the expanded policies for MUNs suggested above, it would be useful 
under Section 9.4.2.1 and/or Section 9.4.2.2 to explain that the CMUC 
designation is one of the land use designations that contribute to the 
achievement of the MUN ‘Growth Plan Element’.  If this were done, then the 
cross-referencing of Section 3.11 found in Section 9.4.2.3 would be logical.  
 
Section 9.4.2.10 is another example of the potential for confusion between the 
CMUCs and the MUNs.  In this section, the language refers to the boundaries 
of the CMUC ”… are intended to clearly distinguish the node as a distinct 
entity.”  Obviously, the boundaries of the CMUC designation do not equate to 
the boundaries of the MUN, since the MUN encompasses a larger area and a 
variety of land use designations.  
 
The section goes on to reference establish of new nodes.  This reinforces the 
potential for confusion in interpreting that the CMUC is the same as the MUN.  
We would suggest a review of this section with a view to moving policies that 
are clearly relating to the broader nodes into Section 3.11.  
 
We would further suggest that the reference to residential uses in the CMUC 
should be one of ‘encouraged’ (Section 9.4.2.4) recognizing that that higher 
density residential uses within the MUNs are also achieved by specific 
residential land use designations in the broader area around each MUN.  
 
As we discussed, Section 9.4.2.6 is particularly confusing. You indicated that 
the ‘Main Street’ area of a CMUC is established through the MUN concept 
plans required under Section 3.11.5 and we would suggest that clarifying 
language be added to Section 9.4.2.6 in this regard. 
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In our submission, the Urban Design policies found in Section 8 reflect more 
than just the “aesthetic character of the site and building design” as referenced 
in Section 9.4.2.7 and further, the translation of these urban design policies 
may differ for each of the CMUC areas. We would suggest that this section be 
re-worded to indicate that “development shall be consistent with the urban 
design policies of this Plan and any applicable urban design guidelines, while 
recognizing the unique context of each property designated CMUC.” 
 
Section 9.4.2.9 indicates that the Zoning By-law will prescribe the maximum 
street frontage occupied by surface parking.  However, this quantitative 
approach to street frontages does not acknowledge the variety of design 
techniques that can be used to address the interface between surface parking 
and the street (including the pedestrian realm).  We suggest that this section be 
re-worded as a positive policy directive indicating that the relationship between 
surface parking areas and arterial roads will be addressed through various 
means such as streetscape/landscape design, building placement and zoning 
controls.  
 
Section 9.4.2.12 indicates that medium density residential uses are permitted 
within CMUC designations; however, the minimum net density requirement of 
100 uph (Section 9.4.2.18) will preclude most medium density dwelling types. 
There needs to be some rationalization of the medium density residential uses 
both in terms of density and built-form.  
 
As previously noted, there is a need to clarify the floorspace assignments 
(Section 9.4.2.17) in CMUC’s (in particular, the Paisley/Imperial CMUC) in 
order to ensure consistency with intent of OPA 29 and we would be pleased to 
review the various development approvals for this CMUC with you to confirm 
the appropriate floorspace assignment. 
 
Section 9.4.2.18 indicates a minimum two-storey building height along arterial 
and collector roads and identified main streets (again, the use of the term ‘main 
streets’ here should be clarified by cross-referencing back to Section 3.11.5 
which states how main streets get established).  Depending on intent of the 
wording of Section 9.4.2.18, this policy has very serious implications. 
 
If this purpose of this policy is one of securing appropriate urban design/built 
form, in our view there are a variety of design techniques (taller building 
elements, parapets, articulated roof lines, etc.) that can achieve this urban 
design objective.  If the purpose of this policy is to achieve more intensive 
development, it must be considered in context with current local market reality, 
as well as other policy objectives of the OP.   
 
Although this proposed policy no longer references two ‘usable’ storeys in 
buildings along arterial/collector roads adjacent or internal main streets within 
CMUNs, Armel’s concerns are exacerbated if the intent of this policy is, in fact, 
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to require two usable storeys.  Economic demand for second floor space is not 
evident in the Guelph market at this time and therefore, a prescriptive 
requirement for there to be at least two usable storeys could preclude or stifle 
initial development proceeding on these sites in the short term.   
 
We would suggest wording that encourages (but not requires) two storey 
buildings in these locations and directs taller buildings and/or building elements 
in key locations as determined by the MUN concept plans (Section 3.11) and/or 
the applicable urban design guidelines.  This way, urban design objectives are 
achieved in the short term, and over the long term these sites can further 
develop or redevelop in step with market demand. 
 
Other Commercial Designations 
In addition to the Paisley/Imperial node, Armel owns many other commercial 
properties around the city identified as Service Commercial, Neighbourhood 
Commercial, or Mixed Use Corridor, and many of the comments listed above 
apply equally to these other land use designations (e.g. comments on Sections 
9.4.2.7- aesthetics, 9.4.2.18 – two storey building height).  
 
Urban Squares 
We appreciate the clarification received that, where dedicated to the City, urban 
squares will form part of municipal parkland dedication requirements under the 
Planning Act.  To make this clear in the document, we suggest that Sections 
8.20 and 7.3.5 be expanded to explicitly note that urban squares that are 
dedicated to the City will be included as parkland dedication.  
 
High Density Residential  
The permitted residential uses in the High Density Residential designation 
(Section 9.3.5.1) are identified as “multiple unit dwellings generally in the form 
of apartments”. Since this policy implies that other forms of multiple unit 
dwelling could be considered, it is suggested that this be stated more explicitly 
(such as by adding the following “‘or other residential forms, where it can be 
demonstrated that desired density is being achieved.”). This would then clearly 
permit consideration of alternative housing forms such as stacked townhouses.  
 
Further, the High Density Residential policies include a statement that 
structured and/or underground parking is strongly encouraged.  In the Guelph 
housing market, such parking may not be economically feasible and therefore, 
we suggest deletion of the word “strongly”.  
 
Schedules 
As previously mentioned, we would request that the following matters relating 
to the OPA 48 schedules also be considered: 
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• Schedule 8: the existing pedestrian trail linkage should be shown 
leading to the Hanlon corridor from Silvercreek Parkway near 
Greengate. 

• Schedule 2: the Natural Heritage System denotation at the 
westerly edge of the city, just south of Paisley Road, should be 
clarified. 

• Various Schedules: a number of schedules indicate a re-aligned 
Whitelaw Road and/or the closure of the northerly portion of the 
existing Whitelaw Road (Schedule 7); as no formal approval of 
this road re-location/closure has occurred, these matters should 
not be included on the various schedules.  

 
Concluding Remarks 
Armel will continue to work collaboratively with the City staff with respect to 
draft OPA 48 and will provide more detailed comments.  We would again be 
happy to meet with you to discuss these comments and please do not hesitate 
to contact the undersigned with respect to any of the comments raised herein.  
 
Yours very truly, 
 
WALKER, NOTT, DRAGICEVIC ASSOCIATES LIMITED 
Planning · Urban Design  

 
 
 

 

 
 

Wendy Nott, FCIP, RPP 
Senior Principal 
  
 
 
cc.   C. Corosky, Armel 
  City Clerk for Members of Council 
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