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OFFICIAL PLAN UPDATE
OPA 42
Statutory Public Meeting of Council
May 20, 2010



� The purpose of the May 20th Statutory Public Meeting is to 
provide a formal opportunity for the public to provide 
verbal and/or written comments to Council on the DRAFT 
Official Plan Update  

� No decision will be made on the contents of the Draft 
Official Plan at this Statutory Public Meeting

Purpose of Public Meeting

Official Plan at this Statutory Public Meeting

� The draft Official Plan has been available for public review 
since April 19th

� A series of Public Open Houses were held on April 20, 21, 
and 22 
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� Policy Planning staff will carefully consider the comments 
provided to Council and revise the draft Official Plan, 
where appropriate 

� The Natural Heritage System policies (i.e. Section 4.1) 
will be brought back to Council for consideration and 
adoption on July 27, 2010

Public Process
Next Steps

adoption on July 27, 2010

� If necessary, an additional public meeting before Council 
will be scheduled in late 2010 to receive additional 
comments on the balance of the draft Official Plan

� The balance of the draft Official Plan will be brought back 
to Council for consideration early in 2011
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Comprehensive update to Guelph’s Official Plan in accordance 
with the Planning Act to:

� Set out the vision for sustainable growth to the year 
2031

� Ensure consistency with the Provincial Policy Statement

� Establish a new Natural Heritage System and policies

Envision GUELPH:
Overview

� Establish a new Natural Heritage System and policies

� Integrate community energy planning with land use and 
transportation planning

� Provide a focus on high quality urban design

� Implement the growth management framework adopted 
as part of Official Plan Amendment No. 39

� Integrate changes to legislation, Master Plans and 
Studies recently adopted by Council
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1. Growth Plan Elements

2. Land Use

3. Downtown

4. Natural Heritage System

5. Development Constraints

1. Introduction

2. Strategic Directions

3. Planning Complete and 
Healthy Communities

4. Protecting What is Valuable

CHAPTERS SCHEDULES

Proposed Official 
Plan Organization

5. Development Constraints

6. Staging of Development

7. Road and Rail Network

8. Trail Network

9. Bicycle Network

10. Areas of Potential 
Archaeological Resources

11. Wellhead Protection Areas

Appendices

4. Protecting What is Valuable

5. Municipal Services

6. Community Infrastructure

7. Urban Design

8. Land Use

9. Implementation

10. Glossary

11. Secondary Plans

12. Schedules
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� Purpose, organization, and explanation of how 
the Official Plan should be read and interpreted

� Vision, Guiding Principles and Strategic Goals 
of the Official Plan set out up front

Introduction (1) and
Strategic Directions (2)
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� Framework to manage sustainable growth to 
the year 2031 (as adopted through OPA 39):

� Planning for a target population of 
175,000 by 2031 (increase of 54,000)

� Planning for an additional 32,400 jobs by 

Creating Complete and 
Healthy Communities (3)

� Planning for an additional 32,400 jobs by 
2031

� Promoting a steady growth of 1.5%

� Accommodating projected population and 
employment growth within the City 
boundary
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� Focus on creating a ‘complete community’ that 
meets people’s needs for daily living 
throughout an entire lifetime

� Focus on designing healthy and active 
communities

� Focusing growth and intensification within 

Creating Complete and 
Healthy Communities (3)

� Focusing growth and intensification within 
Downtown, Community Mixed Use Centres, 
Neighbourhood Mixed Use Areas, Mixed Use 
Corridors and along transit routes, including 
along the Guelph Junction Railway

� Established intent to define the Natural 
Heritage System where development would be 
prohibited in accordance with the PPS 
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Natural Heritage System 

� Natural Heritage System replaces Core and Non-core 
Greenlands of current Official Plan 

� Identification of Significant Natural Areas for 
permanent protection (e.g. ANSI, Significant Habitat 
of Endangered and Threatened Species, Significant 

Protecting 
What is Valuable (4)

of Endangered and Threatened Species, Significant 
Wetlands, Surface Water and Fish Habitat, 
Significant Woodlands, Significant Valleylands, 
Significant Landform, Significant Wildlife Habitat 
including Ecological Linkages, and Restoration Areas  

� Natural Areas identified for future study (e.g. 
Other Wetlands, Cultural Woodlands, Habitat of 
Significant Species)
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Protecting 
What is Valuable (4)

Significant Natural Areas

� Development and alteration not permitted except               
passive uses, such as trails, education and 
scientific research, fish and wildlife management

� Essential transportation and utilities may be � Essential transportation and utilities may be 
permitted within Ecological Linkages, Significant 
Landform and Significant Valleylands

� Renewable Energy systems may be permitted in 
Significant Valleylands and Restoration Areas

� Wells and underground water storage permitted in 
Significant Landform

� Minimum buffers required to most Significant   
Natural Areas  
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Protecting 
What is Valuable (4)

Natural Areas

� Development and Site alteration may be 
permitted subject to site specific EIS and 
demonstration of no negative impact

Requirement for tree and shrub inventory� Requirement for tree and shrub inventory

� Protection of existing trees in cultural woodlands 
over 10 cm dbh/Vegetation Compensation Plan/or 
cash in lieu  

� Details of Vegetation Compensation Plan and cash 
in lieu will be addressed through Urban Forest 
Management Plan
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Protecting 
What is Valuable (4)

Natural Heritage System 

� Polices relating to wildlife crossings, urban 
woodlands, pollinator habitat, monitoring and 
stewardship

� Encourages protection of plantations, hedgerows, 
and individual trees which are not part of the 
Natural Heritage System 

� Urban Woodlands – plantations, woodlands > 1 
ha, hedgerows and individual trees subject to 
Vegetation Compensation Plan

� Establish urban tree canopy target of 40%  
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Protecting 
What is Valuable (4)

Water Resources

� Water resources policies revised to reflect the PPS 
and Clean Water Act 

� Establish policies to protect, restore or improve 
municipal water supplies, and vulnerable and municipal water supplies, and vulnerable and 
sensitive surface water and groundwater features

� Identify well head protection areas (Schedule 11) 
to facilitate provincial funding for removal of 
threats associated with existing septic systems 
and wells 

� Prohibit underground chemical and fuel storage
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Protecting 
What is valuable (4)

Energy

� Reflect the provisions of the Green Energy 
and Economy Act which streamlines approval 
process for renewable energy systems that 
generate electricity  - i.e.,  no longer subject 
to land use planning approval  to land use planning approval  

� Implement Community Energy goals through 
renewable and alternative energy systems, 
sustainable transmission, district energy, 
efficiencies, conservation, transportation and 
urban form
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Energy 

� Integration of Community Energy goals and 
targets within the Official Plan

� Sustainable building design and site requirements

� Promotion of local renewable and alternative 

Protecting 
What is valuable (4)

� Promotion of local renewable and alternative 
energy systems

� Promotion of district energy and introduction of 
energy density as an input to the land use 
planning process

� Focus on energy and water conservation 

� Demonstration of corporate leadership regarding 
energy conservation and sustainable design
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Cultural Heritage Resources 

� Provision for review of development adjacent to 
designated cultural heritage resources

� Provisions for inclusion of non-designated 
properties of cultural heritage value and interest 

Protecting 
What is valuable (4)

properties of cultural heritage value and interest 
in the Municipal Register

� Inclusion of provisions for identification and 
conservation of heritage trees
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Staging 

� Revised Staging for development (Schedule 6) 
to reflect growth management and Secondary 
Plan processes 

Water Supply, Waste Water, and Solid Waste 

Municipal Services (5)

Water Supply, Waste Water, and Solid Waste 
Management

� Promotion of water conservation consistent 
with the City’s  Community Energy goals and 
recommendations of the Water Conservation 
and Efficiency Strategy Update (2009)
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Municipal Services (5)

Stormwater Management

� Refined stormwater management policies to        
reflect low impact stormwater management and 
appropriate reference to the Stormwater Master appropriate reference to the Stormwater Master 
Plan underway  
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Municipal Services (5)

Movement of People and Goods 

� Promotion of Transportation Demand Management

� New policy to require bicycle lanes on all arterials,      
wherever possiblewherever possible

� Promote walking and cycling

� Encourage shorter trip distances through compact 
mixed use urban form

� Establish new average daily modal split target 
from current 10% (Transit Strategy) to 15% for 
transit, 15% walking and 3% cycling
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Municipal Services (5)

Movement of People and Goods 

� Introduction of ‘Main Street’ street type (e.g. 
pedestrian-oriented road in Downtown, Victoria 
Rd. N and in Mixed Use Areas and Corridors)

� Supports the future use of Guelph Junction � Supports the future use of Guelph Junction 
Railway for both goods and passenger service

� Removal of Stone Road and College Ave extension 
into Wellington County 

� Incorporate provisions for accessibility, e.g., 
sidewalks on both sides of the street
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Public Art and Culture

� Establish policies that encourages Public Art 
throughout the City

Affordable Housing 

� Establishment of affordable housing targets and 

Community 
Infrastructure (6)

� Establishment of affordable housing targets and 
implementation measures

� 36% average annual target of all new housing to be 
affordable e.g. 27% Affordable Ownership, 3% 
Affordable Rental, 6% Social Rental, 48 % Market 
Ownership

� Bonusing for density and height for development that 
targets affordable ownership for households below 
the 40th percentile income level
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Community 
Infrastructure (6)

Barrier Free Environment

� Policy requirements for a barrier free environment 
in accordance with the Accessibility for Ontarians 
with Disabilities Act and the PPS 
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Community 
Infrastructure (6)

Recreation and Parks 

� Incorporation of Trail Master Plan (2005) –
Existing and Proposed Trails (Schedule 8)

� Specification of parkland per 1000 population in 
accordance with the recommendations of the accordance with the recommendations of the 
Recreation, Parks and Cultural Strategic Master 
Plan 

� Introduction of urban squares as park space
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Urban Design (7)

Urban Design

� Incorporate recommendations of the Urban Design 
Action Plan

� Reverse lotting and ‘eye-brow’ streets adjacent to 
arterial and collector roads strongly discouragedarterial and collector roads strongly discouraged

� New policies proposed to achieve a stronger 
pedestrian oriented environment (e.g. on-street, 
parking, transit priority measures, etc.)

� Subdivision entrance features (i.e. signs etc.) and 
gated subdivisions strongly discouraged
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Urban Design (7)

Urban Design

� Rear lane development encouraged where 
appropriate

� Protection of public views to landmarks and 
natural areasnatural areas

� Reverse lotting adjacent to natural areas 
discouraged

� Policies added for the design of midrise and high-
rise buildings (reduce massing and encourages 
buildings with podiums and narrow shafts)

� Design policies for automobile-oriented uses 
related to drive-throughs, gas stations, etc. 
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Urban Design (7)

Urban Design

� Addition of signage policies

� Lighting policies added addressing shielding, light 
spillage, lighting levels based on spillage, lighting levels based on 
context/compatibility

� Underground utility servicing encouraged

� Public art policies added
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Land Use (8)

Community Gardens and Urban Agriculture

� New policy direction supporting urban agriculture 
and community gardens in all designations

28



Land Use (8)

General Residential

� Separate residential policies for the Built Up Area 
and the Greenfield Area to provide greater 
certainty within the Built Up Area and allow 
flexibility within the Greenfield areaflexibility within the Greenfield area

Built–up Area

� Maximum density of 35 units per hectare within 
the Built-up Area 

� Maximum three (3) storey height limit
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Land Use (8)

General Residential Built-up Area 

� Additional height and density permitted on lands 
adjacent to arterial and collector roads (i.e. up to 
a maximum height of 4 storeys and density of 100 
units/ha units/ha 

� Outside arterials and collectors a maximum of 4 
storeys and a minimum of 15 units per ha and a 
maximum of 100 units/ha may be permitted 
subject to development criteria and bonusing
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General Residential Greenfield Area  

� Greenfield Area to permit a mix of low, medium 
and high density residential development 

� 20 and 100 units per hectare to allow flexibility for 
a full range of housing opportunities as projected 

Land Use (8)

a full range of housing opportunities as projected 
by the Growth Management Strategy

� Maximum height of 5 storeys

� Bonusing provisions to allow for additional height 
and density, where appropriate, in exchange for 
community benefits
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Land Use (8)

Medium Density Designations 

� Minimum density 35 units per hectare

� Maximum density 100 units per hectare

� Minimum height 2 storeys� Minimum height 2 storeys

� Maximum height 5 storeys

� Additional height and density may be permitted 
through the bonusing provisions
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Land Use (8)

High Density Residential

� Minimum density 100 units per hectare

� Maximum density 150  units per hectare

� Minimum height 3 storeys

� Maximum height 10 storeys

� Additional height and density may be permitted 
through the bonusing provisions
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Land Use (8)

Downtown

Downtown subject to detailed Secondary Plan 
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Land Use (8)

Community Mixed Use Areas

� Pedestrian oriented urban village with mix of uses

� Establish residential unit targets for each of the 
Community Mixed Use Areas Community Mixed Use Areas 

� Minimum height 2 storeys of usable space

� Maximum height 6 storeys

� Secondary Plan provision to provide long term 
vision
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Land Use (8)

Mixed Use Corridors

� Minimum height 2 storeys of usable space

� Maximum height 5 storeys except within the 
Stone Road Corridor a maximum height of 8 Stone Road Corridor a maximum height of 8 
storeys would continue to be permitted

� Promote mixed use through residential target 

� Minimum residential density of 100-150 units per 
ha
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Land Use (8)

Neighbourhood Mixed Use Centres

� Smaller mixed use areas to serve local 
neighbourhoods

� Minimum height 2 storeys of usable space� Minimum height 2 storeys of usable space

� Maximum height 5 storeys
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Land Use (8)

Commercial Service

� Residential uses no longer permitted in 
Commercial Service

� Focus on vehicle-oriented uses such as drive-� Focus on vehicle-oriented uses such as drive-
throughs and service stations and currently 
permitted uses

� Only designation where drive-through uses are 
proposed to be permitted
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Land Use (8)

Commercial Residential Areas

� Former Mixed Office-Residential and Commercial 
Mixed Use designations combined into Commercial 
Residential designation Residential designation 

� distinction between office and retail/service 
commercial uses retained through policy

� Maximum height 4 storeys
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Land Use (8)

Employment Areas

� Density targets of 36 jobs per ha are proposed for 
the Industrial designations, 70 jobs per ha in the 
Corporate Business Park Corporate Business Park 

� Minimum heights of 2 storeys are encouraged in 
the Industrial and Corporate Business Park 
designations to reduce land consumption
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Land Use (8)

Regeneration Area

� Creation of a new land use designation that will 
focus on the reuse of underutilized sites (e.g. 
IMICO site, north of York Road between Watson IMICO site, north of York Road between Watson 
Parkway and Stevenson, and on the currently 
designated Mixed Office-Residential designation 
north of York Road west of Stevenson)

� Secondary Plan required to guide future 
development
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Land Use (8)

Major Utility Designation

� Waste management designation renamed 
“Utilities” and all major public utility facilities 
placed in this designation e.g., Municipal Street placed in this designation e.g., Municipal Street 
works yard, water works and sewage treatment 
facility
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Land Use (8)

Special Study Areas

� Special Study areas are areas where detailed 
secondary planning is required and for which 
there is predominately no underlying designation there is predominately no underlying designation 
or permitted uses

� Guelph Innovation District Special Study Area

� Clair/Maltby Special Study Area
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Implementation (9)

Implementation

� Bonusing – Additional height and density 
permitted (subject to Council approval) where 
appropriate in exchange for community benefits 
(e.g. affordable housing, LEED building (e.g. affordable housing, LEED building 
certification,  conservation of cultural heritage 
features, public art or space etc.)

� Development Permitting System policies expanded 
to allow for the establishment of a development 
permitting system in the future (subject to more 
specific policies being developed and a 
development permit by-law being passed under 
the Planning Act)
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Glossary (10)

Glossary

� Definitions update in accordance with 2005 PPS, 
proposed natural heritage policies, recent 
legislative changes, and other documents
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Secondary Plans (11)

Secondary Plans

� Secondary Plan policies no longer applicable  are 
deleted from text

� Provisions for Secondary Plans to be prepared for � Provisions for Secondary Plans to be prepared for 
the Community Mixed Use Nodes, Intensification 
Corridors and Neighbourhood Mixed Use Nodes
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“That Report 10-59 dated May 20, 2010 from Community 
Design and Development Services regarding proposed 
Official Plan Amendment No. 42 BE RECEIVED;

That staff be directed to proceed with the Natural Heritage 
System components of the DRAFT Official Plan Amendment 
for Council’s consideration and adoption on July 27, 2010; 

Recommendations

for Council’s consideration and adoption on July 27, 2010; 
and

That the remainder of the DRAFT Official Plan Amendment 
be deferred to provide more time for the public to review 
and provide comments.”   

Information available (including full draft Official Plan and mapping) at:  
guelph.ca/OPupdate
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COMMENTS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

CONCERNING GUELPH’S 
PROPOSED OFFICIAL PLAN



Three matters will be addressed 
and presented as 3 Questions

Question 1

• Is the Official Plan based primarily on 
probabilities or possibilities (fact or fiction)?  
Where are all references listed for those facts 
used within the Plan?



• The Plan does not contain a references section 
containing the scientific literature supporting 
the built environment recommended within 
the proposed Plan. 

• Nor does the Plan include reference to general 
literature documenting the changing physical 
and social needs of city dwellers when the 
availability of energy will be low and the costs 
for that energy high.

• The plan needs to be more grounded in fact.



Question 2

• Is the Official Plan a document of permissions 
or a document of prohibitions?  Will the Plan 
permit the people of Guelph a full spectrum of 
choices to create the built environment in 
which they wish to live?



The prohibition can best be illustrated by use of an 
example in the form of several questions.  Could 
a group of individuals choose to put together a 
small development in a form that would:

• have no flow through traffic and an entry point 
that would allow the development to be gated? 

• have individual architecturally designed houses of 
less than 2000 ft.² similar to those produced by 
Eichler or a number of other architects?

• be designed to include elements of modern or 
midcentury modern housing?



• The wording of the Plan in section 5.12.6 (vii) 
referring to a grid street pattern would 
prevent the curvilinear streetscape normally 
part of Eichler developments.  As well, 
discussions within section 7.4 (2) of the 
proposed Official Plan would discourage 
midcentury modern house designs because 
those designs present a blank face to the 
public.



• the proposed Official Plan intends to discourage 
development such as the one called Manor Park located in 
Guelph or to allow development of strata like those found 
in British Columbia. 

• The information previously presented provides evidence 
that the proposed Official Plan for the City of Guelph 
cannot meet section 1.4.3 (b) of the Provincial Policy 
Statement (2005) which states that: Planning authorities 
shall provide for an appropriate range of housing types and 
densities to meet projected requirements of current and 
future residents of the regional market area by... permitting 
and facilitating all forms of housing required to meet the 
social, health and well-being requirements of current and 
future residents, including special-needs requirements…

• Therefore, it is recommended that the wording in the 
proposed Official Plan be changed to permit all forms of 
housing.



Question 3

• Does the proposed Official Plan burden 
owners of non-designated properties (listed in 
the Municipal Register) with additional 
responsibilities?

• The short answer to the question is yes.  But 
first some history.



It was previously stated before Council that: 
• the list of non-designated properties added to the Municipal Register was 

completed in the absence of weighting and/or ranking criteria used to 
evaluate the cultural/heritage characteristics of the properties listed;

• the list of non-designated properties subsequently added to the Municipal 
Register preceded the existing Provincial legislation and policy which 
permits the addition of non-designated buildings and landscapes to the 
Municipal Register;

• the City of Guelph has chosen to make property owners responsible for 
the provision of information necessary to remove their property from the 
Municipal Register (reverse onus); and

• the City states that removal from the non-designated properties listed in 
the Municipal Register may require support documentation provided by a 
heritage professional where the costs of that professional work must be 
paid by the applicant requesting removal of their property from the 
Municipal Register.  Therefore, there are potentially direct costs to 
individual property owners as a result of the non-designated status.  There 
may also be other costs to property owners whose properties are included 
as non-designated. Costs have not been evaluated by the City.



The necessity for adding non-designated 
properties to the municipal register presented 
to Council and to the public was centered on 
demolition or removal of buildings and the 
evidence for this is found in past documents. 
(1. Community Design & Development Services (Report 07 - 64) 2. 

CD&ES Report No. 08-108 ) Additional proof of the 
demolition rationale for the list of non-
designated properties occurred during Guelph 
City Council discussions.  



The proposed Official Plan has phrases that can 
be interpreted to require owners of non-
designated properties to provide Cultural 
Heritage Impact Assessments or Scoped 
Cultural Heritage Impact Assessments if they 
should apply for a building permit or require a 
minor variance.  This requirement is 
significantly different from the rationale 
related to demolition presented previously.



Because the proponent of the current as well as any 
proposed new non-designation list is the City of 
Guelph as well as Heritage Guelph, the provision 
of a defensible systematic cultural heritage 
evaluation is the responsibility of the City and 
Heritage Guelph.  Allowing the City and Heritage 
Guelph to force others to provide that 
information is, at minimum, not sustainable and 
is therefore not good planning.  All reference to 
requirements related to matters other than 
demolition as they relate to non-designated 
properties are recommended to be removed 
from the proposed Official Plan.
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May 17, 2010. 
 
 
City of Guelph,  
1 Carden Street,  
Guelph, ON. N1H 3A1. 
 
Attention: The City Clerk's Office and Guelph City Council 
 
 
Re: Official Plan Amendment 42 Concerning the Proposed Update to Guelph's Official Plan and 

the Plan’s Proposed Policies for Non-designated Built Heritage Resources and Non-
designated Cultural Heritage Landscapes 

 
The authors of this letter previously stated before Council that:  

• the list of non-designated properties added to the Municipal Register was completed in the 
absence of weighting and/or ranking criteria used to evaluate the cultural/heritage characteristics 
of the properties listed; 

• the list of non-designated properties subsequently added to the Municipal Register was 
completed prior to existing Provincial legislation and policy which permits the addition of non-
designated buildings and landscapes to the Municipal Register; 

• the City of Guelph has chosen to make property owners responsible for the provision of 
information necessary to remove their property from the Municipal Register (reverse onus); and 

• the City states that removal from the non-designated properties listed in the Municipal Register 
may require support documentation provided by a heritage professional where the costs of that 
professional work must be paid by the applicant requesting removal of their property from the 
Municipal Register.  Therefore, there are potentially direct costs to individual property owners as 
a result of the non-designated status.  There may also be other costs to property owners whose 
properties are included as non-designated.  These other costs have not been evaluated by the 
City. 

Nothing that has been done by the City of Guelph since those statements were made that would alter 
those same statements.  In fact, the City proposes to place additional responsibilities on homeowners 
whose properties are listed as non-designated.   
 
The necessity for adding non-designated properties to the municipal register was presented to Council 
and to the public as necessary because of timelines associated with demolition.  The short timelines 
could be increased to 60 days for non-designated properties on the municipal register.  The need for the 
non-registered list was therefore centered on demolition or removal and the evidence for this is found in 
past documents.  Excerpts of documentation are found in Appendix 1.  Underlining has been added to the 
quoted document information to emphasize specific words.  Additional proof of the demolition rationale for 
the list of non-designated properties occurred during Guelph City Council discussions.  Counselor Kovach 
asked city staff if the purpose of the non-designated list was for demolition purposes only.  The reply to 
that question was yes.  Counselor Kovach sought clarification and continued by asking if the addition of 
the non-designated property to the Municipal Register would affect people's decisions and ability to make 
alterations to their homes if they were on the non-designated list.  The reply was that those decisions and 
abilities would not be affected.   Unfortunately, the minutes of Council meetings do not include a verbatim, 
or minimal reference to, all questions and answers made as part of those Council meetings. 
 
In the interim, the undersigned had the opportunity to discuss the process that another landowner with 
property on the non-designated list had to go through in order to obtain a building permit.  Full or partial 
demolition of the structure was not anticipated and has not occurred.  In this instance, the landowner felt 
compelled to attend a meeting with Heritage Guelph and had to defend decisions made about the 
replacement of rotten wood siding and the addition of windows to the structure.  Therefore, the building 
permit process for non-designated properties would appear to require the provision of information 
unrelated to demolition. 
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Regardless of the wording used within previous documents and meetings, the proposed Guelph Official 
Plan will change the way in which homeowners can make decisions about their property if that property is 
listed as non-designated.  Interestingly, the proposed Official Plan already supports previous statements 
about a lack of rigorous factual analysis associated with the formulation of the list of non-designated 
properties.  The plan suggests by its wording in section 4.7.6(3)  that all that Council has to do is believe 
that a particular property may have cultural heritage value or interest and that that is sufficient rationale 
for adding that property to the Heritage Register.  As outlined previously, the wording of the proposed 
Official Plan referenced within this letter has been included in Appendix 2.  Underlining has been added 
within the referenced excerpts to assist the reader in finding the wording discussed within this letter. 
 
The proposed Official Plan has phrases that can be interpreted to require owners of non-designated 
properties to provide Cultural Heritage Impact Assessments or Scoped Cultural Heritage Impact 
Assessments if they should apply for a building permit or require a minor variance.  This requirement is 
significantly different from the rationale related to demolition presented previously. 
 
In summary, the proposed Official Plan broadens the scope of activities subject to review by the City of 
Guelph for owners of non-designated properties.  The proposed wording suggests that all the City of 
Guelph and Guelph Heritage are required to do is believe that property may have characteristics of 
cultural heritage value or interest and that that belief is sufficient rationale for forcing the owners of the 
property to provide factual information to assure the City that an activity such as adding a bathroom to 
their home will not negatively affect cultural heritage value or interest.  How such a power relationship as 
well as an approach to the provision of information will encourage people to maintain and/or improve their 
property has not been referenced within the Plan. 
 
Because the proponent of the current as well as any proposed new non-designation list is the City of 
Guelph as well as Heritage Guelph, the provision of a defensible systematic cultural heritage evaluation is 
the responsibility of the City and Heritage Guelph.  Allowing the City and Heritage Guelph to force others 
to provide that information is, at minimum, not sustainable and is therefore not good planning.  All 
reference to requirements related to matters other than demolition as they relate to non-designated 
properties are recommended to be removed from the proposed Official Plan. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Michael K. Hoffman and Linda E. Clay 
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1. Community Design & Development Services (Report 07 - 64) July 6, 2007 Expansion of the 
Municipal Register of Cultural Heritage Properties Work Plan 

Amendments made to the Ontario Heritage Act in June 2006 provide interim protection from demolition 
for non-designated properties included on the Municipal Register. Owners of listed properties must 
provide the municipality with at least 60 days notice of their intention to demolish or remove a structure on 
the property. This allows sufficient time for a municipality to decide if it intends to formally designate a 
property under the Ontario Heritage Act which would provide greater protection including prohibiting the 
demolition of any structures of cultural heritage significance. This additional protection is essential in light 
of the accelerated building permit review timeframes established through changes to the Ontario Building 
Code Act in January 2006.  
 
Currently the combined Heritage Inventory is used by the City as a source of potential designations and is 
a consideration in the development approval process. The inventory is included in the City’s property 
tracking system, AMANDA, which serves as a flag for any development applications or queries made on a 
property. Essentially, owners become aware of their inclusion on the inventory when they want to do 
something with their property. The inventory has not been part of a comprehensive public consultation 
process nor has it been approved by City Council. Management of the inventory has been left up to 
Heritage Guelph members and City staff. In addition, there has been no assessment or weighting of 
properties on the inventory to guide the priority of future designations, however, this is contemplated in 
the future.  
 

2. CD&ES Report No. 08-108  Expansion of the Municipal Register of Cultural Heritage 
Properties to Include Non-designated Burcher-Stokes Properties (Revised)  

 
The Register may be expanded to also include “non-designated” properties that a Council believes to be 
of cultural heritage value or interest on its Municipal Register under section 27.1.2 of the Ontario Heritage 
Act.  If an owner wishes to remove or demolish a “non-designated” property included on the Municipal 
Register the owner must provide the City with at least 60 days notice. This time period provides a 
municipality with additional time to consider the application and decide if the property should be 
designated. If designated, the heritage elements identified in the designation by-law would be protected 
and their demolition/removal subject to an approval process prescribed in the Ontario Heritage Act.  For 
properties not listed on the Municipal Registry, a municipality has 10 working days to consider a 
residential demolition permit and 20 working days to consider a commercial/industrial demolition permit 
under the Ontario Building Code. These review timeframes are typically inadequate to determine the 
heritage significance of a property and whether further protection should be applied to elements of the 
property through designation.   
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APPENDIX 2 

EXCERPTS FROM THE PROPOSED OFFICIAL PLAN RELATED TO NON-DESIGNATED BUILT 
HERITAGE RESOURCES AND CULTURAL HERITAGE LANDSCAPES  
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4.7.6 Non-Designated Properties Included in the Heritage Register 
1. A Heritage Register shall be maintained and kept up to date by the City that includes non-designated 
properties that Council believes to be of cultural heritage value or interest. Such properties are identified 
as properties included in the Heritage Register. 
2. Council, in consultation with Heritage Guelph, as appropriate, may remove non-designated properties 
from the Heritage Register, provided it has been demonstrated through a Cultural Heritage Review to the 
satisfaction of Council, that the property is no longer of cultural heritage value or interest. 
3. Properties may be added to the Heritage Register where Council, in consultation with Heritage Guelph, 
believes the property to be of cultural heritage value or interest. 
4. Non-designated built heritage resources or cultural heritage landscapes included in the Heritage 
Register shall not be demolished or removed without the owner providing written notice to the City of the 
intent to demolish in conjunction with an application for a demolition permit. Council, in consultation with 
Heritage Guelph, will assess requests for demolition to determine the significance of the built heritage 
resources and/or cultural heritage landscapes affected. The Council may refuse to issue the demolition 
permit and determine that the property is of sufficient cultural heritage value or interest that it should be 
designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act. 
5. Council, in consultation with Heritage Guelph, may determine that a property included in the Heritage 
Register has no cultural heritage value or interest, and in such instances, demolition may be permitted. 
6. Built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes that have been included in the Heritage 
Register may be considered for conservation and/or incorporation into development applications initiated 
under the Planning Act, unless the applicant demonstrates to Council in consultation with Heritage 
Guelph, through a Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment, Scoped Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment or 
Cultural Heritage Review, that the built heritage resource or cultural heritage landscape does not meet 
the criteria for designation under the Ontario Heritage Act. 
7. Where a non-designated built heritage resource or cultural heritage landscape is included in the 
Heritage Register, the City may require, as a condition of approval of a development application under the 
Planning Act, a building permit, a partial demolition or change of use, that the proponent enter into 
agreements to conserve and/or permit to be designated, by the City, in consultation with Heritage Guelph, 
the built heritage resource or cultural heritage landscape. 
8. The City may require the proponent to prepare a Cultural Heritage Conservation Plan as a condition of 
approval for a development proposal, a building permit, including partial demolition, and/or a change in 
use that has the potential to impact a non-designated built heritage resource or a cultural heritage 
landscape included in the Heritage Register. 
 
4.7.10 Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment 
1. The City will require as a condition of approval, a Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment or a Scoped 
Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment for the following development application types if the subject 
property has been designated under the Ontario Heritage Act or has been included as a non-designated 
property in the Heritage Register: Official Plan Amendment (when combined with a Zoning by-law 
Amendment or a Plan of Subdivision) Consent Zoning By-law amendment Plan of Subdivision Minor 
Variance Site Plan Control. 
2. A Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment or a Scoped Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment shall be 
carried out to the satisfaction of the City, in consultation with Heritage Guelph, to identify and evaluate 
potential impacts (proposed by the development, redevelopment or alteration) to designated properties or 
non-designated properties included in the Heritage Register. 
3. The Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment shall be conducted by professional(s) qualified in the field of 
cultural heritage resources and in accordance with the City‘s Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment 
Guidelines. 
4. The Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment shall include, but is not limited to the following: 
i) a description of the proposed development, redevelopment or alteration, including a location map 
showing proposed buildings, existing land uses, and a site survey, architectural drawings, detailed 
conceptual façade renderings, interior architectural details were the heritage attributes are identified 
within a building or structure and other details as specified by the City; 
ii) a detailed description of the built heritage resource(s), cultural heritage landscape features, heritage 
attributes, sources of research and conclusions regarding the significance of the cultural heritage 
resource with respect to their cultural heritage value or interest; 
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iii) a description of the existing regulations if any, affecting the proposal (e.g. flood or fill regulation); 
iv) a description of cultural heritage resources and heritage attributes that might directly or indirectly be 
affected by the proposal; 
v) a description of the impacts that might reasonably be caused to the cultural heritage resource or 
heritage attributes and how the impacts may affect the value or interest of the resource or attribute; 
vi) an evaluation of alternative conservation and mitigation measures and their effectiveness in 
conserving the cultural heritage resource or heritage attributes. Such evaluation shall be based on 
established principles, standards and guidelines for heritage conservation and include an assessment of 
the advantages and disadvantages of each; 
vii) an implementation and monitoring plan shall be required and include a reporting structure, for the 
implementation of the recommended actions as development and site alteration proceeds; and 
viii) any other information required by the Province or the City, in consultation with Heritage Guelph, that 
is considered necessary to evaluate the proposal. 
 
4.7.11 Scoped Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment 
1. A Scoped Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment may be prepared in instances where the proponent 
can demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the City, in consultation with Heritage Guelph, that a particular 
proposal can proceed without adverse impact on any cultural heritage resources or heritage attributes. 
2. The Scoped Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment shall be conducted by a professional(s) qualified in 
the field of cultural heritage resources and in according to the City‘s Cultural Heritage Resource Impact 
Assessment Guidelines. 
3. Heritage Guelph may assist in the review of Cultural Heritage Impact Assessments and/or Scoped 
Cultural Heritage Impact Assessments and provide recommendations to Council. The conservation 
and/or designation of any cultural heritage resource identified through the assessment may be a condition 
of a development approval by the City. 
 
4.7.12 Cultural Heritage Conservation Plan 
1. A Cultural Heritage Conservation Plan shall be required as part of, or separate from the Cultural 
Heritage Impact Assessment, and describe the recommended actions necessary to prevent, change 
and/or mitigate, change, remedy or avoid expected impacts upon the cultural heritage resources or 
heritage attributes. The Cultural Heritage Conservation Plan may also describe how the heritage 
attributes will be integrated into or commemorated within the new development. 
 
4.7.13 Cultural Heritage Review 
1. A Cultural Heritage Review is required when requests are made to remove, add or modify a description 
of non-designated properties included in the Heritage Register. 
2. A Cultural Heritage Review will be conducted in accordance with the Cultural Heritage Review 
Guidelines. 
 
4.7.14 Implementation Policies 
Pursuant to the Planning Act, the Municipal Act, the Building Code Act and other relevant legislation, the 
City may pass by-laws or implement other tools to ensure the conservation of built heritage resources and 
cultural heritage landscapes, including but not limited to the following:  
1. The City may use a range of implementation tools to achieve the objectives with respect to built 
heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes, including Site Plan Control to require exterior design 
drawings which address matters such as: the character, massing, scale, appearance and design features 
of buildings; relationship of proposed building to adjacent buildings and the street; interior walkways; 
stairs; elevators, etc. that are accessible to the general public; and impacts on the design elements within 
the municipal right of way. 
2. Regulate development so that it is sympathetic in height, bulk, location and character with built heritage 
resources and cultural heritage landscapes, where character includes, but is not limited to, form and 
massing, materials, fenestration, facade treatments, building orientation, existing scale and pattern and 
existing landscape and streetscape qualities. 
3. Control demolition of built heritage resources in a defined area. 
4. Provide financial incentives to encourage the retention of built heritage resources and cultural heritage 
landscape. 
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5. Provide for an exemption from parking requirements or for increasing the height or density of 
development when deemed appropriate through the bonusing provision of this plan, for specific 
development proposals. 
6. Facilitate the retention of built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes. 
7. The City may enter into heritage easement agreements with the owner of any real property pursuant to 
the provisions of the Ontario Heritage Act for the purpose of: 
i) conserving, protecting and maintaining the heritage features of the property in perpetuity; 
ii) preventing any demolition, construction, alteration, addition or any other action which would adversely 
affect the heritage features of the property; and 
iii) establishing criteria for the approval of any development affecting the heritage property. 
 
Include means: 
In the context of the Municipal Register of Cultural Heritage Properties, the addition of non-designated 
properties to the Heritage Register that have been identified by Council as having cultural heritage value 
or interest. 
 
Municipal Register of Cultural Heritage Properties (Heritage Register) means: 
A register established pursuant to Section 27 of the Ontario Heritage Act and filed with the Clerk which 
identifies properties of cultural heritage value or interest within the City. Designated properties are listed 
in the Municipal Register of Cultural Heritage Properties. Non-designated properties are included in the 
Municipal Register of Cultural Heritage Properties. 
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May 18, 2010. 
 
 
 
City of Guelph,  
1 Carden Street,  
Guelph, ON. N1H 3A1. 
 
Attention: The City Clerk's Office and Guelph City Council 
 
Re: Values and a Full Spectrum of Housing Types - Comments concerning the Proposed Update 

to Guelph's Official Plan  
 
The authors of this letter previously attended open houses related to the Official Plan update for the City 
of Guelph.  Questions were posed to Guelph planning staff that have not been explicitly answered within 
the proposed Official Plan, were not answered verbally during the open house or answered within 
background documents for the Plan update.  In general terms these questions include: 

1. Is the Official Plan based primarily on probabilities or possibilities (fact or fiction)?  Where are all 
references listed for those facts used within the Plan? 

2. Is the Official Plan a document of permissions or a document of prohibitions?  Will the plan permit 
the people of Guelph a full spectrum of choices to create the built environment in which they wish 
to live? 

 
In answer to the first question, the Plan does not contain a references section containing the scientific 
literature supporting the built environment recommended within the proposed Plan.  Neither does the Plan 
include reference to general literature documenting the changing physical and social needs of city 
dwellers when the availability of energy will be low and the costs for that energy high (see Rubin, Homer-
Dixon or Kunstler).   
 
With respect to the second question, the wording within the Plan can be interpreted as a prohibition 
against some housing types.  The prohibition can best be illustrated by use of an example in the form of a 
group of questions.  Could a group of individuals choose to put together a small development in a form 
that would: 

• have no flow through traffic and an entry point that would allow the development to be gated?  
• have individual architecturally designed houses of less than 2000 ft.² similar to those produced by 

Eichler? 
• be designed to include elements of modern or midcentury modern housing? 

 
The wording of the Plan in section 5.12.6 (vii) referring to a grid street pattern would prevent the 
curvilinear streetscape normally part of Eichler developments.  As well, discussions within section 7.4 (2) 
of the proposed Official Plan would discourage midcentury modern house designs because those designs 
present a blank face to the public.  The houses are also designed to have a direct connection to the out of 
doors and the large windows allowing this connection are to the side and/or back of the house.  The 
connection to the out of doors is intended to be private as opposed to public.  In addition, discussions with 
Guelph planning staff suggested that the proposed Official Plan intended to discourage development 
such as the one called Manor Park located in Guelph or to allow development of strata like those found in 
British Columbia.  
 
The information previously presented within this letter provides evidence that the proposed Official Plan 
for the City of Guelph cannot meet section 1.4.3 (b) of the Provincial Policy Statement (2005) which 
states that: Planning authorities shall provide for an appropriate range of housing types and densities to 
meet projected requirements of current and future residents of the regional market area by... permitting 
and facilitating all forms of housing required to meet the social, health and well-being requirements of 
current and future residents, including special-needs requirements… 
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Therefore, it is recommended that the wording in the proposed Official Plan be changed to permit all 
forms of housing. 
 
Sincerely, 
Michael K. Hoffman and Linda E. Clay  
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Comments on Draft Official Plan Update, Envision Guelph, by Transition Guelph   May 20, 2010 

Represented by Sally Ludwig    519-731-3169    www.transitionguelph.org 

   

Mayor Farbridge, Councillors: 

I am here representing Transition Guelph.  Transition Guelph is a grass-roots process for building greater 

resilience in our communities; our theme is “Resilient Guelph 2030.” We are connecting people in order to 

generate creative responses to the environmental, social and economic challenges facing us and navigate 

a transition to a way of living with reduced inputs of fossil fuel energy, lower emissions for a healthier 

climate, and greater satisfaction for citizens. We have a list of 450 interested Guelphites, many of whom 

participated in visioning sessions for the City in 2030.  I would like to share the Transition Guelph vision for 

community components covered by the Official Plan. 

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 and shrubs will be widespread, and cold frames and greenhouses 

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 used extensively along with highly effective insulation. Where 

appropriate, wind, water-power, ethanol and geothermal energy will be tapped and community energy 

sharing organized.  Grey water systems will be routine.  Affordable housing will be plentiful and unused 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 or other systems of exchange.  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.   

Neighbours will know each other and work together on projects they initiate. People at all stages of life 

will be valued and have opportunities to contribute their ideas to benefit their communities. 

The Official Plan’s strategic directions, principles and goals all fit well with the Transition Guelph vision.  

Features like the Culture of Conservation, Energy Sustainability, Natural Heritage System, and support for 

urban agriculture are very compatible. 

http://www.transitionguelph.org/


We have some suggestions.  The detail of the OP is hard to grasp in a brief review so we apologize if some 

are indeed covered. 

1. We suggest recognition of the role of green infrastructure.  Green space is discussed for recreational 

and natural heritage value, and there are policies for Low Impact Development.   But the major role of 

green space for hydrological and micro-climate values is not clear.  As built infrastructure becomes more 

expensive and climate change imposes bigger stresses (e.g., storms, heat, and less reliable rainfall and 

groundwater supply), we believe green infrastructure will be critical and that it deserves more explicit 

recognition.  We also encourage consideration of policies for daylighting streams associated with natural 

or restored natural corridors. 

2. We find the Trail map confusing – many of the mapped trails are simply sidewalks along roads. 

3. Transition Guelph suggests that the Land Use Plan encourage even more mixed use areas, e.g. 

commercial residential along more arterials/collectors to create walkable neighbourhoods for daily needs.  

This concept may correspond to what are called “main streets”.   We note and welcome encouragement 

of urban villages in the Greenfield planning but wonder if Guelph can retrofit the built-up area similarly in 

its movement toward becoming a “complete” city.  The draft appears to allow only convenience 

commercial in the extensive residential designations.  Intensification corridors appear to be largely 

residential intensification: we urge that both also include commercial and service uses. 

4. While we are pleased to see policies encouraging transit, walking and cycling, we note that the goal is 

just 33% of trips in those modes.  We are concerned that this percentage is too low for the immediate 

mitigation of climate change that is needed, and will impose hardships on residents as gas prices rise.  The 

focus on cars means that planned bicycle lane space is still far too limited; it also shifts the whole plan 

(e.g., commercial nodes assume cars).  We realize that abrupt major transition can be disruptive.  But in 

our view, it raises the importance of the Official Plan monitoring so that aspects of it can adapt to 

changing conditions - changes that Transition Guelph members believe may be enormous in the next 20 

years.   

5. The section on monitoring (9.1) receives just ½ a page.  It also tends to list just internal features rather 

than contextual features that drive the internal ones.  By context we mean price of fossil fuel, availability 

of food and groundwater, climate change distress etc.  We urge inclusion of context monitoring and 

consideration of the implications it can have to the Plan.  We also suggest monitoring of attainment of OP 

objectives. 

Other monitoring points include: 

• Include Community Energy Initiative attainment of its objectives with brief, clear public reporting; 

• The Natural Heritage System has good monitoring policies.  We suggest adding policies to monitor 

pre- and post- development to help improve future Environmental Impact Statements. 

We commend the City councillors and staff on this excellent draft Official Plan and urge consideration of 

our suggestions. Thank you for this opportunity to give input and for your kind attention. 





May 20, 2010 
 
Madame Mayor and Councillors: 
 
RE:   Envision Guelph – City of Guelph Proposed Draft Official Plan  
At a Kortright Hills Community Association meeting on May 19, 2010 a discussion was held with respect to the proposed 
changes contained in Draft Schedule 2: Land Use Plan and Draft Schedule 8; Trail Network and how these proposed 
changes may impact the residents in Kortright Hills. The majority of members present supported KHCA opposing the 
changes to re-designate portions of Kortright Hills to medium density.  The trail linkage from Hazelwood to Downey was 
also discussed.   Recognizing that all members of KHCA Inc. were not present at our meeting, we understand that our 
position may not represent the neighbourhood and membership as a whole and that 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.   
 
Proposed medium density: (see attached map) 
 
Specifically, comments and concerns were received with respect to the proposed medium density designation on Niska 
Rd., Teal and 146 Downey   these include: 
 
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   
 
146 Downey Rd.  
 
Since 146 Downey Road will be covered by a site-specific zoning by-law under the provisions of the in-force Official Plan, 
it would be inappropriate to re-designate the site as “Medium Density Residential” in the proposed Official Plan 
amendments.  City Staff, adjacent residents and the developer have already gone through an extensive consultative 
planning process with agreements reached for a 45 unit development. Any future developer should be bound by the 
same site-specific by-law, if, for whatever reason, Seaton Ridge were unable to develop the site. 
  
Therefore KHCA cannot support the proposed re-designation of 146 Downey to medium density. 
 
Teal Drive 
 
Proposed re-designation to medium density from R-3 to change the existing minimum and maximum density and allow 
up to 5 storey apartment buildings on lands already zoned for R3 - cluster townhomes.   
This cluster townhouse straddles lands in Phase 4 of Kortright Hills and lands that are part of the Hanlon Creek Business 
Park. This zoning has already gone through an extensive public planning process as part of Kortright Hills Phase 4 and the 
Hanlon Creek Business Park. The Draft Plan of Subdivision and zoning approved by the OMB appears to show the portion 
of the lands proposed for re-designation in the HCBP as R3 which does not appear to allow the proposed medium 
density with potential for up to 5 stories.  Therefore KHCA cannot support this proposed re-designation.  
 
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.     
 



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.  
 
Proposed Re-designation of lands on the north side of Niska to Open Space and Park. 
To date there has been no community consultation with respect to this are as regional “major sports complex.  
 
Residents supported the re-designation of these lands as open space but did not support the plan for a regional “major 
sports complex” on these lands as an appropriate use.  This area is part of the adjacent lands to the Speed River PSW 
and should be zoned for passive parkland uses only.  The land could be reforested. 
 
Proposed Trail Linkage on OP Draft Schedule 8 from Hazelwood to Downey (see attached map)  
 
As one member put it this trail is in a “rubber boot area”.  This proposed trail appears to be within close proximity to an 
identified provincially rare vegetation community. Concerns were raised about negative impacts to the ecosystem.   
Members agreed that a trail could be supported if it was appropriately designed and constructed did not impact the 
ecological integrity of the wetland.  The area would need good trail stewardship post development.   
 
 
Respectfully submitted on behalf of KHCA Inc.  by: 
 
 
 
Laura Murr 
President KHCA Inc.  



 

 

Attachment #1 

Extracted from - From City of Guelph Draft OP Schedule 2 Land Use Plan  

Proposed 
“Regional Major 
Sports Complex” 

Proposed 
Medium 
Density 



 

Attachment 2 Extracted From: City of Guelph OP Draft Schedule 8: Trail Network 

Proposed new 
trail Hazelwood 
to Downey Rd. 







 

 

May 12, 2010 

 

 

Dear Mayor and Council Members: 
  
We are in agreement that the Official Plan designation for 146 Downey Road remain "General 
Residential" for the reasons stated in the attached letter.    
  
Regards, 
  
Heather & Robert Ridpath 
Ward 6 residents 
 

 



 

Sent: May 20, 2010 11:43 AM 
To: Lois Giles 

Subject: comments on OP 

 
In Addition to my earlier comments on the NHS I would like to add a comment to  
the very important area of Protection of Significant wooded areas and Valley 
Lands.As I live adjacent to Riverside Park East I am constantly thankful for the 
magnificent vista offered by the sloped treed section on the east side of the river 
next to the Country Club golf course.Although  I have admired and photographed 
this view for years, a recent visit into the interior of the forest slope revealed an 
even more breathtaking scene.Numerous species of very old trees line the slope 
of what once was the original bed of the speed river,as the river bed was moved 
when the Woodlawn Road bridge was built .I would hasten  to call this" Old 
Growth" but it must be as old as the oldest forested areas in Guelph.I have 
worked with Opirg and the City of Guelph on the restoration of the  valley area 
with the planting of hundreds of native trees and shrubs and most recently a 
native flower garden.I continue to monitor this land as a Park Steward.Hikers 
,runners and bikers ,and tourists use the trail daily and I am sure they appreciate 
the beauty this magnificent stand of trees offers. 
 
This is why we choose to live in Guelph .This is why tourists visit Guelph. 
 
This is why this area must not be removed from protection in the NHS. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Mike Darmon. 
 
 



















May 20, 2010 

 

Lois Giles 

City Clerk 

City of Guelph 

City Hall 

1 Carden Street 

Guelph, ON 

Phone: 519-837-5603 

Email: clerks@guelph.ca 

 

Dear Ms. Giles,  

 

Please accept this letter as comment to the Official Plan Update for the City of Guelph, scheduled for 

public meeting on May 20, 2010. 

 

We intend to continue operating our business at 1858 Gordon Street with the potential for future 

expansion and development at our location.  It is our hope that the official plan will not hinder our 

operation or the potential for future expansion or development at our location. 

 

Thank you,  

 

 Fritz and Teresa Marthaler 

mailto:clerks@guelph.ca


May 20, 2010 

 

Lois Giles 

City Clerk 

City of Guelph 

City Hall 

1 Carden Street 

Guelph, ON 

Phone: 519-837-5603 

Email: clerks@guelph.ca 

 

Dear Ms. Giles,  

 

Please accept this letter as comment to the Official Plan Update for the City of Guelph, scheduled for 

public meeting on May 20, 2010. 

 

As recent purchasers of     Maltby Road East, we currently do not have definitive plans for the property, 

but would like to be made aware of any decision the city is making that would effect the property or the 

area surrounding it. 

 

Thank you,  

 

 Fritz and Teresa Marthaler 

mailto:clerks@guelph.ca


















































Lois Giles, City Clerk 
City Hall 1 Carden St 
May 19 2010 
 
Comments on Official Plan Update(OPA 42) for Public Meeting of May 20 2010 
 
I am out of the country and thus unable to attend the Public Meeting on May 20. The following are my 
comments on the current draft of the Official Plan Update (OPA 42). Please see that these are 
circulated. 
 
The Official Plan Update (OPA 42) is a very important document. The inclusion of a Natural Heritage 
System in the Official Plan is essential to the sustainability of Guelph. The inclusion of a Natural 
Heritage System in OPA 42 fulfills the commitment made in the previous OP that: 
 
3.3.2 The City will promote environmentally sustain able development by: 
 
b) Continuing to move towards planning policies tha t are based on the 
principles of watershed planning, ecological system s planning and natural 
heritage systems planning, taking into account both  landscape and 
ecosystem values; 
 
The inclusion of a Natural Heritage System in the OP also fulfills a direction from the Province 
contained in the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe 2006, issued under the Places To 
Grow legislation. 
 

4.2.1. Policies to Protect What is Valuable 
 

4.2.1 Natural Systems 
 
  # 3 Planning authorities are encouraged to identi fy natural heritage features and  
  areas that complement link or enhance natural sys tems 
 
 
I strongly support the inclusion of a Natural Heritage System in OPA 42. The current draft has three 
major deficiencies in the NHS specifications that be remedied to meet the requirements of 3.3.2(b) 
that ecological systems planning and natural heritage systems planning will take into account both 
landscape and ecosystem values. 
 
Before I specify these three deficiencies I want to emphasize that the deficiencies arise in large 
measure from a failure of the planning process for this amendment of the OP to take account of the 
core values of Guelph that were expressed well in the previous OP. These values need to be 
reaffirmed and given the same prominence in the new OP as they rightfully had in the previous 
version. 
 
The current OP has a good balance of the three core elements of good planning as set out in the 
Canadian Institute of Planners definition of planning.  “Planning means the scientific aesthetic and 
orderly disposition of land resources, facilities and services with a view to securing the physical 
economic and social efficiency health and well-being of urban and rural communities.” Please note the 
importance attached to the aesthetic aspects of planning in this definition, ranking with the need for a 
scientific basis for decisions and a systemic fair and coherent presentation of planning rules. 
 
The current OP gives due regard to the aesthetic aspect of planning. In section 2.3 it requires planning 



that enhances the visual qualities of the City. In section 3.2 it requires protecting of Guelph's existing 
beauty,..... marked by rollings hills and scenic river valleys.... blanketed by a canopy of mature trees, 
and declares that continued preservation of important natural areas and watercourses will add to 
Guelph's unique environment. In section 3.5.1 the means of this continued preservation are spelled 
out as restoration, protection, maintenance and enhancement of cultural heritage landscape 
resources. 
 
The importance of aesthetics is picked up in section 3.6 on Urban Design in objectives: 
 
c) To practice environmentally sustainable urban de velopment by adhering to urban 
design principles that respect the natural features , reinforce natural processes 
and conserve natural resources. 
 
e) To ensure that the design of the built environme nt strengthens and enhances the 
character of the existing distinctive landmarks, ar eas and neighbourhoods of the 
City. 
f) To ensure that the design of the built environme nt in new growth areas integrates 
with the natural setting and uses built-form elements from the older, established 
areas of Guelph. 
 
m) To preserve and enhance the existing protected v iews and vistas of Guelph's 
built and natural features, identify potential new views and vistas and establish 
means to protect these from encroachments or discor dant elements. 
 
Implementation is governed by section 3.6.7 
  
3.6.7 Existing protected views to the Church of Our  Lady shall be respected and 
measures to identify and protect other views and vi stas to natural heritage 
features or cultural heritage resources may be considered. 
 
#1. The City may initiate studies from time to time  to identify significant views and 
vistas. These studies will clearly specify the meth odology and criteria for 
assessing visual significance. 
 
Section 6 (Natural Heritage Features) of the existing OP returns to the theme of aesthetic values, 
including in the objectives: 
 
(c) To protect, preserve and enhance land with uniq ue or environmentally significant natural 
features and ecological function 
 (d) To maintain and enhance natural river valleys,  vistas and other aesthetic qualities of the 
environment. 
  
The three large and important deficiencies in the treatment of the NHS in OPA 42 stem in large 
measure from a neglect of the aesthetic aspects of natural heritage system elements. This disregard 
for  aesthetic values is bad planning – as noted by the CIP – and does not correspond to the long held 
values of Guelph residents or to the values set out in our Official Plan. Guelph residents, and indeed 
most people everywhere place high value on the beauty of their surroundings and spend large 
amounts of money adding to the beauty of the homes and gardens, take pride in the beauty of their 
urban setting and make special efforts to repeatedly visit areas whose natural beauty adds great value 
to their lives. 
 
The current form of the NHS fails in three ways to protect, preserve and enhance land with unique or 
environmentally significant natural features and ecological function and to maintain and enhance 



natural river valleys, vistas and other aesthetic qualities of the environment. 
 

(1) Paris Moraine Features 
 
The City of Guelph has a commitment to preserve the iconic landscape feature of the Paris Moraine in 
the southern edge of the City. Preservation of special landscape features is not a new element in land 
planning in Ontario. The preservation of the Niagara Escarpment was an early, and largely effective 
action that recognized the aesthetic value of this landform. More recently the protection given to the 
Oak Ridges moraine was a further move for landform protection. Other jurisdictions in the United 
States, especially Wisconsin and Minnesota, have moraine-protection planning. 
 
The current OPA 42 definition of the moraine segments to be protected is based correctly on the 
important aspect of moraine topography, closed drainage systems, but is too restrictive in that the 
boundaries of the delineated areas are based partly on a selection of “steep” slope (20%) that is 
arbitrarily larger than the 15% used to define steep slope in the Provincial Policy Statement, and the 
area delineated by slope and length of slope does not include all of the hummocky features that 
produce the hydrologically-important characteristics of the moraine features. The justification offered 
for preserving moraine features misses the key hydrological aspect of the moraine. It correctly states 
that the closed-drainage topography of the moraine produces high recharge amounts and the moraine 
is thus of great importance in sustaining groundwater flow. 
 
The important point that is missed is the role of the moraine in providing recharge free of persisting 
toxic contaminants and thus being the major source of high quality recharge to the bedrock 
groundwater system Because of its rough topography the moraine has not been built upon to any 
significant extent and is either in natural vegetation or in cropped farmland use. Naturally vegetated 
surfaces provide very high-quality water and  preserving or restoring natural vegetation on large 
elements of the moraine is by far the most effective way of preserving and enhancing groundwater 
quality. 
 
The moraine elements to be protected in the Natural Heritage System should be delineated using the 
hydrological definition of moraine features that was used in the Halon Creek Business Park to identify 
the moraine area in the southern portion of the HCBP. City staff are familiar with this procedure 
through the studies done for the HCBP . Use of this most expansive definition of moraine area will go 
a long way to satisfy the aesthetic requirements for preservation of moraine features. Nevertheless, 
because of the importance of the appearance of the moraine as the southern gateway and framing for 
the built form of the City, a study to identify the significant views and vistas of the moraine, as called 
for in section 3.6.7 of the current OP, needs to be done to be sure the defined protected area of the 
moraine is sufficient to preserve the most important views and vistas. 
 
Once a suitably generous portion of the moraine is designated for preservation a buffer of 300 m 
needs to be established around it with provision for activities in the buffer area to be restricted to 
protect the moraine from encroachment or discordant elements.   
 

(2) Buffers at the top of valley slopes 
 
As noted in the current OP valleys of rivers and creeks are a very important and distinguishing feature 
of City landscapes. The importance of valleys is widespread in urban planning, specifically in Ontario 
where they are specifically mentioned in the Provincial Policy Statement. In Toronto valleys and 
ravines are also defining features and the fierce protective reaction to encroachment is a defining 
feature of civic life in Toronto. The recent addition of Toronto's Ravines to the Greenbelt is further 
evidence of the importance attached to them. 
 



Guelph has adopted a  River System Management Plan, putting it ahead of other Canadian cities (with 
the exception of Saskatoon) in identifying  planning principles and practices that should be 
implemented to preserve and enhance river and stream valleys. The River System Management Plan 
was developed for the Speed and Eramosa River Valleys as a first step in defining City policy for 
stream valleys. Financial limitations prevented the more complete study of all valleys that would have 
been more appropriately comprehensive. The principles and policies of the RSMP are robust and can 
be easily expanded to include similar treatment of all valleys. 
 
As part of OPA 42 key recommendations on treatment of valleys in the RSMP should be included in 
the protection afforded valley portions of the NHS. One glaring omission of the current OPA 42 draft is 
the absence of vegetated buffers at the top of slope of all valleys. This was a key recommendation of 
the RSMP and has been instituted as City policy in the treatment of planning proposals for any 
development adjacent to top of bank for the last 12 years. A  vegetated buffer of at least 5 m and much 
better 15 m at the top of bank must be included as a provision of OPA 42 for all valley land. 
 

(3) Protection of Significant Wooded Areas and Vall ey Lands 
 
It is vitally important that all existing elements identified by the NHS study as having NHS values be 
preserved. The largest deficiency in this regard is the omission of the magnificent wooded slope, and 
top of slope mature trees, that forms the backdrop to Riverside Park along the east bank of the the 
Speed River downstream from Woodlawn. This wooded slope defines the beauty if Riverside Park and 
the Speed Valley for park visitors on the west bank and for the many people who treasure the trail 
experiences on the east bank. It provides a lift and glimpse of beauty available to every motorist, 
cyclist and pedestrian who travels east on Woodlawn. Loss of this wooded slope and the vista it 
provides would be a scar that forever diminishes life in Guelph. 
 
The failure to recommend protection this identified portion of the NHS is particularly egregious since 
the City has gone to great pains to preserve the wooded slope on the east bank of the Speed River 
adjacent to this site both north of Woodlawn and on the development approved for golf course lands to 
the south of the threatened wooded slope.  
 
The matter of the preservation of this vista is urgent. A study, defined by 3.6.7.1 of the current OP, 
must be conducted immediately to confirm the importance of this vista. For the period of study the 
authority of the City under section 38 of the Planning Action must be invoked to ensure no action is 
taken to jeopardize the actions that would be recommended by the study. The study area would be 
defined by a boundary 15 m from the top of slope from Speedvale to the southern boundary of 
Riverside Park, continuing along the boundary of Riverside Park at, or parallel to Woolwich Street to 
Woodlawn, continuing along Woodlawn to the top of slope and thence southerly 15 m east of the top 
of slope to the east portion of Riverside park and then along the Park boundary to Speedvale and west 
along Speedvale to the starting point. 
 
To summarize the three deficiencies to be remedied are (1) enlargement of the moraine protection 
area as suggested and with buffers (2) provision of buffers on all valley lands at top of slope and (3) 
protection of all lands determined to have NHS value starting with the wooded slope on the East bank 
of the Speed at Woodlawn. 
 
A concluding comment is that the there should be uniformity in the inclusion of  stormwater-
management elements in the OPA 42. There are some stormwater-system elements that are included 
either as valley lands or wetland elements and I support this inclusion. The Stormwater Master Plan 
under preparation has a large emphasis on “natural” treatment of stormwater and  new stormwater 
treatment systems should be designed to function as natural heritage system elements. Many older 
stormwater ponds already function as natural heritage elements even though this was not an intended   



outcome. OPA 42 should acknowledge the natural system function of some stormwater elements and 
have a category of NHS stormwater elements with suitable description of how such elements should 
be designed and managed. 
 
Thank you for taking time to consider my suggestions. 
 
Hugh Whiteley 
 
226 Exhibition St  
Guelph ON N1H 4R5  



















 
 
 
 
May 20, 2010      Our File No: 1073 
 
City of Guelph 
City Hall, 1 Carden Street 
Guelph, ON  
N1H 3A1 
 
Attn: Lois Giles, City Clerk 
 
Re: City of Guelph Official Plan Update (Official Plan Amendment No. 42) 
 Loblaw Properties Limited & Fieldgate Commercial Properties Limited 
 1750 Gordon Street, City of Guelph 
 
We act as planning consultants for Loblaw Properties Limited (“Loblaw”) and 
Fieldgate Commercial Properties Limited (“Fieldgate”) on a commercial 
development at the northeast corner of Clair Road and Gordon Street. 
 
We are in receipt of a letter from Zelinka Priamo Ltd. dated May 20, 2010 in 
which they make comment on a number of issues and concerns related to OPA 
42 (“draft OP”) on behalf of Loblaw for all their sites in Guelph, including 
1750 Gordon Street (the “Site”).  
 
Our firm has worked with Loblaw for a number of years on the planning and 
development of this Site.  The Site at the northeast corner of Clair Road and 
Gordon Street is current designated as part of the Mixed Use Node and has a 
site specific zone (CC-17) to implement the proposed commercial development.  
There is currently an active site plan approval application for the Site (File No. 
SP07C013).  It is our opinion that this site plan approval application should 
continue to be considered under the current, in force, Official Plan and policies. 
 
In the fall of 2009, site plan approval was given for Phase 1 of the 
development, which includes two banks at the corner of Clair Road and 
Gordon Street (CIBC and Meridian), a City of Guelph bus transit transfer on 
Clair Road and an LCBO at the corner of Clair Road and Farley Drive.  A 
parcel containing the two banks and another parcel containing the LCBO are 
now owned by Fieldgate and are currently under construction.  Phase 2 of the 
development is planned for a major food store on the north end of the Site and 
will require site plan approval by the City. 
 
On behalf of Loblaw and Fieldgate, we would echo the preliminary concerns 
brought forward in the May 20, 2010 Zelinka Priamo letter.  We would also 
reserve the opportunity to further comment on the draft OP after meeting with 
City staff and reviewing the document in greater detail.   
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While we understand the City would like to see a greater intensification and use of the 
proposed Clair Community Mixed Use Areas, there is no recognition in the draft OP of 
current planning approvals for the Site or transition policies to allow for the proper, 
orderly and timely build-out of this commercial development.  A number of policies have 
been included in the draft OP that “prescribe” intensification of these Community Mixed 
Use Areas, rather than supporting a natural evolution of these areas over time.  In 
addition, policy changes proposed in the draft OP related urban design and architecture 
design have the potential to be quite onerous and possible not achieve the end result 
which we believe the City desires.  Also, there appears to be no justification for the 
removal of gas bars and drive-throughs from this designation. 
 
Accordingly, we would appreciate the opportunity to meet with City staff to discuss the 
nature of our preliminary concerns, as well as those raised by Zelinka Priamo.  Ultimately, 
we would like to achieve a balance between our current planning approvals and the 
City’s long term vision for the Clair Community Mixed Use Area. 
 
We would request that we be added to the notification list with respect to any further 
meetings on this matter.  Further, we would appreciate formal notification of the adoption 
of Official Plan Amendment No. 42. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide you with our preliminary comments.  Should you 
have any questions in the meantime, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Yours very truly, 
 
GSP Group Inc. 

 
Hugh Handy, MCIP, RPP 
Associate 
 
cc Mr. Steve Thompson, Loblaw Properties Limited (Via Email) 
 Mr. Matthew West, Fieldgate Commercial Properties Limited (Via Email) 

Mr. Steven Zakem, Aird & Berlis LLP (Via Email) 
Mr. Jonathan Rodger, Zelinka Priamo Ltd. (Via Email) 
 

  
 









 
 
 
 
May 20, 2010                  File No.:  10051.93 

 
City of Guelph 
City Hall, 1 Carden Street 
Guelph, Ontario   
N1H 3A1 

 
Attn: Lois Giles, City Clerk 
 
Re: City of Guelph Official Plan Update –  

Official Plan Amendment No. 42 
SmartCentres – 6 & 7 Developments Ltd. 

 11 Woodlawn Road West, City of Guelph   
 

We act as planning consultants on behalf 6 & 7 Developments Ltd., GSP 
Group has reviewed the draft Official Plan entitled envision Guelph for the City 
of Guelph (“draft OP”), dated April 2010 on behalf of our clients.  We are 
providing our preliminary comments on OPA 42 at this time.  We will provide 
additional comments in the near future following meetings with City staff and 
based on further review of the document. 

 
6 & 7 Developments Ltd. owns a property at the northwest corner of Woodlawn 
Road and Woolwich Street (the “Site”).  The Site is approximately 40 acres in 
size and contains a recently expanded Walmart store (now a Supercentre) and 
two additional commercial buildings. 

 
The City granted zoning and Site Plan approvals in 2006 for the first phase of 
the Walmart store, as well as an additional 20,000 sq.ft. of retail space.  Full 
Site Plan Approval and zoning for the full build-out of the Site was granted by 
the City in early 2009.  These approvals required working very closely with 
Council and City staff to ensure the overall vision for the future development of 
the Site was implemented appropriately.  With that in mind, it is our opinion 
that the site plan approval for the Site should continue to be considered under 
the current Official Plan and related policies.  

 
The proposed designation of the Site in the draft OP is “Community Mixed Use 
Area” (more specifically the Woodlawn Community Mixed Use Area). The 
proposed designation essentially brings forward the overarching policy 
direction as a commercial node from the current Official Plan.  While the 
overall importance of the Site for commercial use has generally been 
recognized by the draft OP, after reviewing the document we have a number of 
concerns and issues that we would appreciate further clarification from City 
staff.   
 



The following represents our preliminary concerns based on our review of the document to date, 
as follows:  
  

1. Strategic Directions (Section 2) – There is no recognition of the overall importance of 
existing commercial areas or the existing commercial structure in Guelph. 

 
2. Urban Form Policies (Section 3) – Requires residential uses in the Community Mixed Use 

Areas, rather than encouraging residential uses which is the case in the current OP.  
Also, the Official Plan objectives are very prescriptive in requiring these Community 
Mixed Use areas to accommodate residential growth.   

 
3. Wellhead Protection Policies (Section 4) – The Site is located in the Wellhead Protection 

Area B.  What triggers the need for technical studies related to a development 
application? 

 
4. Energy Conservation Policies (Section 4) – The Site has been designed and approved to 

meet a high level of energy conservation standards.  In fact, the Site Plan Agreement 
(Section 6a) outlines energy efficiency requirements for the Site.  We are concerned 
that any further modifications through the site plan process (i.e. movement of a 
building) might trigger additional studies relating to energy usage and environmental 
design, etc. 

 
5. Urban Design Policies (Section 7) – As Council and staff are aware, the Site has been 

designed and built to a high level of architectural and urban design.  In general, the 
urban design policies are very prescriptive in the draft OP and leave little flexibility to 
work with the unique aspects of a specific site, marketing for the development and the 
end retail users.   For example, the requirement in the draft OP for all commercial 
buildings and storefronts to be unique to the site and not simply reflect a standard 
corporate or franchise is very onerus.  Further, the requirement for a building’s first 
storey to generally be taller in height to accommodate a range of non-residential uses, 
where appropriate, potentially complicates the architectural design process, building 
costs and satisfying the needs of the end retail user.   
 

6. Community Mixed Use Areas designation (Section 8) - The land use policies appear to 
be moving to creating an “urban village/main street” within this Community Mixed Use 
Area by requiring additional land uses on a site that is already fully zoned and site 
plan approved.  While we recognize and can appreciate a long term vision for these 
Community Mixed Use Areas, the prescriptive wording in the draft OP is very 
concerning.  Accordingly, we would appreciate discussing transition wording to be 
included in the draft OP to recognize the current planning approvals for the Site and to 
allow for the proper, orderly and timely build-out based on the current commercial 
development plans for the 6 &7 Site.   
 
 



Other areas of concern with the policies in Section 8 include: 
 

• Requirement to accommodate 750 residential units; 
• Outright prohibiting drive-throughs; 
• Requirement for a minimum floor space index of 0.5 on the Site; 
• Requirement for a minimum of two floors of useable space; 
• Encouragement for underground and structured parking; 
• Requirement for locating freestanding retail to create a main-street type of 

development or to locate uses on peripheral sites within the designation, which 
are directly linked to the main street; 

• Allowance for the preparation of Secondary Plans within these Community 
Mixed Use Areas with no policies to indicated what triggers these plans, who 
is responsible and the reasons for undertaking the plan. 

 
7. Appendix 1 – Natural Heritage Strategy Ecological Classifications – We note the 

inclusion of two appendices in the Official Plan, including Appendix 1.  According to 
Appendix 1, the Site contains “Cultural Woodland” and “Cultural Meadow” features.  
We are concerned about the use of appendices in the draft OP, especially when 
specific policies are included in the text that relate to “Cultural Woodland” mapped in 
Appendix 1.  Again, we note that the 6 & 7 Developments has been granted final Site 
Plan Approval for the full build-out of the Site and they have undertaken the necessary 
natural heritage work. The inclusion of features on the Site appears to be 
inappropriate. 

 
We appreciate the opportunity to provide our preliminary comments on the draft OP.  We look 
forward to discussing these issues and concerns in greater detail with the City staff. 
 
We would also request to be added to the notification list with respect to any future meetings on 
this matter.  Further, we would appreciate formal notification of the adoption of the Official Plan 
Amendment 42.  
 
Should you have any questions or comments in the meantime, do not hesitate to contact me.   
 
Yours very truly,  
 
GSP Group Inc. 

 
Hugh Handy, MCIP, RPP 
Associate 
 
cc Christine Cote, SmartCentres 
 Emily Edmunds, SmartCentres 
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