
Please recycle! 

 

 - ADDENDUM - 

 

 - GUELPH CITY COUNCIL MEETING - 
 

 - April 2, 2012 – 
 

********************************************************** 
 

DELEGATIONS 

 
a) Official Plan Update Phase 3 (OPA48): Statutory Public  

• Hugh Whiteley 
• Gloria Mason 

 

 

CORRESPONDENCE 

 
a) Official Plan Update Phase 3 (OPA48): Statutory Public  

• Hugh Whiteley 
• Jonathan Rodger, Zelinka Priamo Ltd for Loblaw Properties Limited 
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• Laura Murr, Kortright Hills Community Association 
• Shelley Kaufman, Turkstra Mazza for Garibaldi Holdings Limited 
• Larry Kotseff, Fusion Homes 
• Wendy Nott, Walker, Nott, Dragicevic Associates Limited for Armel 
Corporation 

• Judy Martin, Sierra Club of Canada 
• Keith MacKinnon, KLM Planning Partners Inc. for Guelph Watson-5-3 
Inc. 
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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 
the Speed River to 4 mentions per hundred pages. River corridors have been diminished 
to a minor feature of Guelph. 
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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 
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. 
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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. 

 

 





























































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 



























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, 

 

 

Original Signed by: 

 

Kate MacDonald 

President 

Mayfield Park Community Association 

 

cc: Todd Salter, City of Guelph 

 

MPAC.doc 





 

 

 

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 



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.  
 
 
 
 
 













 
 
 
 
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 
e-mail:  admin@wndplan.com 
web: www.wndplan.com 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Peter R. Walker, FCIP, RPP 
Wendy Nott, FCIP, RPP 
Robert A. Dragicevic, MCIP, RPP 
Senior Principals 
 
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. 



 
City of Guelph  April 2, 2012 
  Page 3 
   
                                                                                                                                                                                      
   
 

 

• 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 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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