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OFFICIAL PLAN UPDATE

OPA 42
Statutory Public Meeting of Council
May 20, 2010

Making a Difference




Purpose of Public Meeting

The purpose of the May 20t 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

= 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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Public Process
Next Steps

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

= 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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Envision GUELPH:
Overview

-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

= 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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Proposed Official
Plan Organization

CHAPTERS

1. Introduction

2. Strategic Directions

3. Planning Complete and
Healthy Communities

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

SCHEDULES
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11.

Growth Plan Elements
Land Use

Downtown

Natural Heritage System
Development Constraints
Staging of Development
Road and Rail Network
Trail Network

Bicycle Network

Areas of Potential
Archaeological Resources

Wellhead Protection Areas

Appendices
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Introduction (1) and
Strategic Directions (2)

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

: : envision
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Creating Complete and
Healthy Communities (3)

= 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
2031

Promoting a steady growth of 1.5%

Accommodating projected population and
employment growth within the City
boundary

Y VYV
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Creating Complete and
Healthy Communities (3)

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
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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Protecting
What is Valuable (4)

al 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
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
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

. —m—
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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

= 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

—m—
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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%

—m—
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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
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

: : envision
growth » community » environment GUELPH



Protecting
What is valuable (4)

nergy

= 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

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

urban form
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Protecting
What is valuable (4)

Energy

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

= Sustainable building design and site requirements

= 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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Protecting
What is valuable (4)

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
in the Municipal Register

= Inclusion of provisions for identification and
conservation of heritage trees

\
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Municipal Services (5)

Staging

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

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

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 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

: : envision
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Municipal Services (5)

ovement 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
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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Community
Infrastructure (6)

dublic Art and Culture

Establish policies that encourages Public Art
throughout the City

Affordable Housing

= 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 |

: : envision
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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

\ 1
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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
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 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

growth » community » environment
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Urban Design (7)

rban Design

= Rear lane development encouraged where
appropriate

= Protection of public views to landmarks and
natural 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.

growth » community » environment
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Urban Design (7)

Urban Design

= Addition of signage policies

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

= Underground utility servicing encouraged

Public art policies added

\ 5
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Land Use (8)

Community Gardens and Urban Agriculture

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

: : envision
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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 area

Built—up Area

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

= Maximum three (3) storey height limit

: : envision
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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

= Qutside 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

: : envision
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Land Use (8)

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
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

: : envision
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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

= 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

: : envision
growth » community » environment GUELPH



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

= Minimum height 2 storeys of usable space
= Maximum height 6 storeys

= Secondary Plan provision to provide long term
vision

: : envision
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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
storeys would continue to be permitted

= Promote mixed use through residential target

= Minimum residential density of 100-150 units per
ha

: : envision
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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

Maximum height 5 storeys

growth » community » environment
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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-
throughs and service stations and currently
permitted uses

= Only designation where drive-through uses are
proposed to be permitted

: : envision
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Land Use (8)

Commercial Residential Areas

= Former Mixed Office-Residential and Commercial
Mixed Use designations combined into Commercial
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

= 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
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
works yard, water works and sewage treatment
facility

: : envision
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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
or permitted uses

» Guelph Innovation District Special Study Area
» Clair/Maltby Special Study Area

: : envision
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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
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)

growth » community » environment
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Glossary (10)

Glossary
= Definitions update in accordance with 2005 PPS,

proposed natural heritage policies, recent
legislative changes, and other documents

growth » community » environment
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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
the Community Mixed Use Nodes, Intensification
Corridors and Neighbourhood Mixed Use Nodes

: : envision
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Recommendations

“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;
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

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



e 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

e |s 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.? 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.



e 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.

e 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:

o 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;

e 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;

e 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

o 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
guoted 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.

1
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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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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 facade 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;

°l
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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 commemaorated 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.

1
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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;

i) 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:

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

e have individual architecturally designed houses of less than 2000 ft.2 similar to those produced by

Eichler?
e 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...

1



84 Callander Drive, Guelph, Ontario | 2010

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

APPENDIX 1
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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:

| 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. | 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. Butin
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 % 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.
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Madam Mayor, Councillors, Staff and members of the public:

On behalf of the residents represented by the 146 Downey Road
Ad Hoc Committee of which | am the Chair, | want to be officially on
record as opposing the proposed OP Amendment to designate 146
Downey Road as medium density.

As you know, Seaton Ridge Communities Ltd. is planning a
development at 146 Downey Road, and following a series of
meetings and lengthy, detailed discussions between the developer,
City planning staff and the adjacent community, agreement has
been reached on a 45-unit residential condominium development
that we believe will fit well into our neighbourhood.

As you also know, City Council will be dealing with the planning
report recommending adoption of a by-law to implement the agreed
upon development at its meeting on June 7, 2010. 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. It is our
belief that 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. If not, this would mean that not only the
members of the ad hoc committee have wasted over six months of
their time working on this project, but valuable City Staff resources
would also have been wasted.

In view of this, | am formally requesting that the Official Plan
designation for this site remain “General Residential”.



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:

e Potential negative impacts of increased density on quality of life of existing residents

e Increased density must be compatible with and not negatively impact adjacent residents and our community as
awhole

e OPA policies should support compatible development in existing neighbourhoods

e More density will further exacerbate existing traffic problems

e Residents cannot support higher density in Kortright Hills as no comprehensive traffic management plan has
been conducted.

e 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 9" 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.
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RE: Praposed OPA # 42
Madamea mayer and Council
May 20 2010

Many years sgo the existing citizens of Guelph spoke out loudly against Guelph becaming another
version of Mississauga or Brampton. We could grow but we would do it differently. We would not
bacome the next Mississauga or Brampion. We were different: we had exiensive green spaces, scenic
muoraine viewscapes, baautiful tree lined streets and watersheds that we wanted protecied. These are
just a few reasons why Guelph is a desirable place to live. '

You have an opportunity and an obligation to future generations in this OPA o protect the natural
heritage that sustains our air and water.

However, the OPA that is before you tonight is a blueprint that will turn Guelph into just another suburb
of Toronto. It is already happening. Council has been lock step with the Places to Grow.,

This OPA does not deal with the grimm economic reality that is already happening because growth does
not pay for itself. And the Ontario government has not told us how we are going to pay for it in the
shart or long term. 1t has been left to you our councilors. According to the 2 CN Watson Reports to
Council growth does not pay for itself. No: it should cost us 4.5 o 5% increase in property taxes each
and every year to pay for the shortfall in development charges and the services that each new citizen
who comes to Guelph will need and/or demand. Instead we have a less than 4.5% tax increase and now
recductions of services such as transit are ocecurring. What services will be cut next year to keep our
property taxes artificially lower than the true costs of growth?

So where in this OPA is the fiscal aconomic responsibility to ratepayers? |s it responsible to pass an OPA
that supports more residential growih and while knowingly cutting services of existing residents at the
same time?

Infact the Planning Act provides that good planning must consider the impact that new development
has fiscally, ecologically and on the health and safety of the current residents who live in this city, here
and now.

Our green infrastructure within our city boundaries which excludes the Guelph take Conservation area
are not now protected adequately. Our canopy cover is shrinking not growing. Qur Urban Forest
Strategy is apparently stagnant since April 2009 while mature city street and park trees are being logged
or darmaged during new infrastructure activities and mature forests are logged. This council and OPA
talks about climate change yet at the samea time is not protecting or stewarding the local ecosystem
where we live. The propased Natural Heritage Strategy does not protect the recommended areas
contained in the 1994 Hanlon Creek Watershed Plan or the 2004 State of the Hanlon Creek Watershed
Study. Other natural heritage areas are not recommended for protaction or resioration.



Itis premature and unnecessary to advance the Natural heritage Sirategy while other portions of the OP
are siill being circulated for comment. To prematurely move the Natural Heritage strategy forward, in
effect, approves the Draft Land Use Plan Schedule 2 in advance of the entire OPA 42 approval, resulting
in the jump starting of development in adjacent or sensitive lands identified in the Natural Heritage
Strategy Repori. Forinstance, currently there is no protection for provincially significant plant
communities inthe proposed OPA, Some locally significant species are not protected so their habitat
will not be protected. An example of this is the apparent removal of 2 bird species from the mapping
anthe lands proposed for an apartment building gt Edinburgh and Gordon adjacent to the Hanion PSW.

| am still reviewing the proposed OPA as it is my understanding that there are more opportunities for
comment before final approval. 1t would be helpful if Council were to direct city staff to produce a
comparison between the existing OF and what is now proposed. What has been altered, added or
deleted? Without this comparison it is difficult to know what areas and policies of the old OP are still in
the proposed OPA. My wife Laura attended the last Envision Guelph information session and indicated
her concerns withthe OPA. There were no comment sheets at this meeting. One should not have to
take the time to go home and submit the same comments twice.

Dr. Dennis Murr /
123 Downey Rd.

Guelph ON N1C1A3



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 | would like to add a comment to
the very important area of Protection of Significant wooded areas and Valley
Lands.As | live adjacent to Riverside Park East | 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 | 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 .1 would hasten to call this" Old
Growth" but it must be as old as the oldest forested areas in Guelph.l 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.l continue to monitor this land as a Park Steward.Hikers
,runners and bikers ,and tourists use the trail daily and | 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.
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May 19, 2010

City of Guelph

1 Carden Street
Guelph, Ontaric
N1H 3A1

Attention: Mayor Farbridge and Members of Gouncil

Re: Public Meeting May 20, 2010
1897 Gordon Street - Thomasfield Homes Limited (Bird Property)
Guelph Official Plan No. 42 (Released April 19, 2010)

We are the solicitors for Thomasfield Homes Limited, owner of 1897 Gardon
Street (Bird Property). The original application for this property was submitted
to the City in January 2003. Revised applications were then submitted and on
November 20, 2008 the City confirmed that these applications were deemed
to be complete applications. On January 12, 2009 a Public Meeting was held
for these planning applications. Importantly, on January 28, 2009 the Grand
River Conservation Authority confirmed they were satisfied with the
Environmental Impact Study prepared in support of these applications. The
letter from the GRCA is attached for Council's information. A considerable
amount of work, time and effort has been expended by Thomasfield Homes to
prepare plans and reports to satisfy the City's own specifications, and address
compliance with the Provincial Policy Statement 2005.

At the very beginning of this process, City staff produced a Staff Report
Number 08-97 dated September 5, 2008 which clearly states, "Any
development application that has been submitted and is currently in process is
subject to the existing policies of the City's Official Plan, including the Natural
Heritage polices now contained in the Official Plan.”

We and cthers have been corresponding with and meeting with City staff to
attempt to resolve the land use designations proposed within OPA No. 42 for
the subject property. We have received written and verbal assurances from
City staff that the Bird property will not be negatively impacted by the
proposed OPA No. 42. This, however, is not the case given the recent
proposed designations on the Bird Property. We are therefore, once again
requesting that the Official Plan designations shown on all of the Schedules of
OPA No. 42 and the policies contained therein be consistent with the existing
Official Plan designation of General Residential for the Bird Property. The
failure of the City to recognize the above request is neither reasonable nor -
fair-minded, and Is certainly inconsistent with the wording set out in the above
noted Staff Report. We are therefore respectfully requesting that Council

Barristers Salicitors Notaries Trade Mark Agents Avvocati Notai
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noted Staff Repo;t Ve are therefore respectfully requesting that Council please provide
direction to staff to' fevise OPA No. 42 to reflect the existing applications and the supported EIS

Jim Riddell, City of Guelph

: Tom Krizsan, Thomasfield Homes Limited
r Marion Plaunt, City of Guelph



400 Clyde Road, PO. Box 729 Cambridge, ON N1R 5Wa
Phone; 519.621,2761 Toll free: B66.900.4722 Fax: 519.621.4844 Online: www.grandriver.ca

City of Guelph, Planning
City Hall

59 Carden Street

Guelph, Ontario N1H 3A1

Attention: Chris DeVriendt

Re: Proposcd Draft Plan of Subdivision, Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment,
1897 Gordon Street, City of Guelph, (Bird Property),
File: 23T-08585/0PD801/ZC0306

We have reviewed the Site Servicing and Stormwater Management Report and plans prepared by
Gamsby and Mannerow and the Environmental Impact Study and Tree Conservation Plan
prepared by Aboud & Associates. We offer the following comments.

Stormwater Management Review

1. We are in general agreement with the development concept but feel that the hydrology may not
adequately represent existing conditions, This opinion is based on comparison of the somewhat
rough topography in Figure 3 (Existing Conditions Drainage Areas) to the more refined Draft
Plan contours (figure No, 2) as well as to GRCA’s in-house 3-D orthoimagery. This imagery
clearly indicates the existence of considerable internal drainage. Our observations are
summarized as follows:

» The Draft Plan topography includes. the small wetland near the southwestern property line but
also two depressions near the southern corner {one centred on Lot 27 and on Lots 13&14).

«  As well, rnoff south and east of the existing residence appears to drain toward the eastern corner
of the property.

s The orthoimagary shows another significant depression extending from a saddle just north of the
wetland toward the northwestern property line. We are unable to identify accurate geodetic

elevations in the orthoimagery for the base of this depression but it does appear to be lower than
the northwestern propesty line,

» Instead of 80% of the site draining toward the north western boundary we suggest that about 50%
drains in that direction.

2. We note the use of the Horton Equation in the hydrologic modelling with the highest possible
infiltration rates set to published MTO values for sandy soils {maximum 250mm/hr, minimum
25mm/h). Even though granular soils exist on the site, as with most of the lands developed on
this side of the Hanlon Creek, most other City of Guelph developments in this area with similar
s0ils have set these parameters to a maximum of 75mm/h and a minimum of 13mm/h.

Celebrating 75 geard of watershed conservation IS0) 14001 Registerad u  Member of Conservation Oatario



3. Existing catchments have been modelled with gentle 2% overland slopes although the report
identifies undulating topography consisting of rolling and steep slopes having gradients of 2% to
25%. Please consider the impact on runoff.

As mentioned, we are generally supportive of the development concept but prior to further review of
the proposed stormwater management plan we suggest that the existing hydrology be revised to use
more conservative infiltration parameters as well as to more closely represent the sites drainage
patterns and depressions in the hummocky topography.

EIS and Tree Conservation Plan

We have reviewed the EIS and Tree Conservation Plan and are satisfied with the approach. We offer
recommendations for consideration.

e that exotic and invasive species (e.g. Siberian elm, Manitoba maple, European Buckthorn, tartiarian
honeysuckle, etc.) be removed from protected areas (e.g. Hedgerow 1 and wetland buffer), and
replaced with native hardwoad species,

e that a detailed landscaping plan be developed for street boulevards, hedgerows, open space blocks,
and the stormwater management block,

Yours truly,

P “dl '_,
Liz Yerex
Resource Planner

Grand River Conservation Authority

cc: Astrid Clos, Astrid J. Clos Planning Consultants



BLACK, SHOEMAKER, ROBINSON & DONALDSON
LIMITED

1D onaro tanis
taloLnd s

351 Speedvale Avenue Wesl TEL: 518-822-4031
Guelph, Oniario N1H 1C6 FAX: 519-822-1220

May 19, 2010 Project: 03-5169

Ms, Suzanne Young

Environmental Planning

Community Design and Development Services
City of Guelph

1 Carden Street

GUELPH, Ontario N1H 3A1

Dear Ms. Young:
Re: River Valley Developments Inc.

{Guelph Do-Lime Property)
Draft Official Plan_ and Natural Heritage System

I am writing to you on behalf of the owner of the above-noted property and wish to advise you of my
client’s objection to the proposed “Open Space and Parks” land use designation that is identified on the
“Schedule 2: Land Use Plan”. You will recal! that we discussed this matter some time ago and staff was to
investigate a possible mapping error in this area.

River Valley Developments owns the lands between the west side of the Hanlon Expressway and the City of
Guelph Corporate boundary, extending from Stone Road, north to the Speed River. These lands are within
a licensed quarry operation. The proposed “"Open Space and Park” designation is inappropriate on this
property.

In addition, the owner's environmental consuitant wrote to the City in October 2008 identifying a number of
concerns regarding the designation of a small wooded area adjacent to the Hanlon Expressway as part of
the Natural Heritage Strategy. This continues to be a concern to my dient. The draft Official Plan includes
a "Locally Significant Natural Areas” designation on these lands, 1t is not clear in the text of the Official
Plan what is contemplated with this designation. Until we receive a response to the concerns raised in
correspondence from North-South Environmentsl, the owner continues to have objections to this proposed
designation.

We would welcome the opportunity to discuss this matter in greater detail as you move forward with this
Official Plan update.

Yours truly,

BLACK, SHOEMAKER, ROBINSON & DONALDSON LIMITED

oy \S’&aﬂm/w______
Nancy Shoemaker, MCIP, RPP

Copy: River Valley Developments Inc.
Marion Plaunt, Manager of Policy Planning
Jim Riddell, Director of Community Design and Development Services
John Vaierigte, Smith Valeriote

A B DONALDSON, O.L.5.. OLLP 1.0, ROBINSOK, B.8c., LS, O K.F.HILLIS, B.5c.. O.1.5, Q.Li.P I C. SHOEMAKER, B.A A, M.C.LF. R.P.R
R. 4. SIBTHORP. B.Sc.. O.L.5., QLR S.W.BLACK, O.L.S. (137 - 2007) A. L. SHOEMAKER, Q.L.5. (19823-2008) W. F. ROBINSONM, QL4.5. (Retireg)
BRIAN BEATTY, BAA, MUR.PL
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Steven C. Foster, sa. LLb.
Thomas M. Arnold, 8cam.. ¢ LB.

May 20, 2010 Barristers-Sokicitors

City of Guelph
1 Carden Street
Guelph, Ontario
NI1H 3Al

Attention: Mayor and Members of Council

Dear Her Worship Mayor Farbridge:

Re: 2270 Gordon Street, Guelph

We act for 1077955 Ontario Inc. which is the registered owner of +/- 100 acres located at
the northeast corner of Gordon Street and Maltby Road East.

The principal concern of our client is the designation and associated policies for the lands
south of the woodlot which is located in the northeast comer of the property. There is no issue
for that portion which is the wetland.

However, our client does not feel that it is appropriate to designate any other lands south
of the woodlot as part of a Significant Natural Area. We understand that the criteria is that such
lands contained confined depressions as identified by GRCA. While that may be factually
correct, we are not aware of any analysts that would then justify a Significant Natural Heritage
designation from an ecological perspective. Based upon the site visits and opinion of our client’s
consultant, these lands are not a surface water feature within the meaning of the Provincial
Policy Statement 2005. Any hydrogeological function of such lands can be maintained post-
development through appropriate storm water management.

With respect to the proposed Ecological Linkage from the west side of the woodlot to the
wetland feature and from the east side of the woodlot to the hedgerow at the property limit, it is
our client’s opinion that these linkages do not now exist and it is unnecessary and inappropriate
to create such linkages through official plan designations and policies. In any case, development
should be permitted subject to an EIS or EA.

We have reviewed the submissions of the Guelph Wellington Development Association
dated May 13, 2010 to the Mayor and Members of Council. We agree with the altenative
approach to Natural Heritage policies proposed by GWDA. We share the concern about the

2324 Guelph St., Suite 201, Halton Hills, ON. L7G 4B1
Tl 905-873-0204 Fax 905-873-4062
www.arnold-foster.com



adoption of the new Official Plan in 2 parts at different times and perhaps by differently
constituted Councils. In addition, we adopt the specific submissions as they relate to rationale for
designation and the Natural Heritage System provisions in the proposed Official Plan.

Yours truly,

ARNOLD, FOSTER LLP

Herbert T. Amold
HTA:ac

cc: Marion Plaunt
¢c:1077955 Ontario Inc,



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
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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
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May 19, 2010

City of Guelph C/T}/
1 Carden Street Cf o~
Guelph, Ontario
N1H 3A1

Attention: Mayor Farbridge and Members of Council

Re: Public Meeting May 20, 2010
132 Clair Road West, 1827 & 1843 Gordon Street, City of Guelph
Guelph Official Plan Update OPA No. 42 (Released April 19, 2010)

These comments are being provided to Council on behalf of the owners of the property
located at 132 Clair Road West, 1827 and 1843 Gordon Sireet, City of Guelph. This
property is located at the southwest corner of Clair Road and Gordon Street. The area
of this property is approximately 44 hectares (108 acres).

This property was annexed into the City of Guelph in 1993 to provide urban land for
future growth. This property was also the subject of an Ontarlo Municipal Board hearing
which resulted in the current land use designations for the property which are shown in
the Official Plan which include mixed use, residential and employment lands.
Severances have been taken from this property over the years for public purposes such
as a park, high school, church and municipal emergency services facility.

The proposed OPA No. 42 proposes to make more than half of the area of the subject
property undevelopable. This is unacceptable to the owners of this property. We have
met with City staff and expressed our concerns regarding the proposed Natural Heritage
designations for this property and the new restrictions proposed to be applied to the
remaining undeveloped Mixed Use corner at Clalr and Gordon. We require changes to
be made to OPA No. 42 to address our concerns. Qur concerns are listed below:

1. The Natural Heritage designations should be applied only to the features
recognized as requiring protection from development in the Provincial Policy
Statement 2005 (PPS). Slopes and closed depressions are not required io be
protected in the PPS and should be deleted from the Natural Heritage
designations proposed on the subject property.

2. The requirement for 550 residential units to be provided in the Clair Gordon
Community Mixed Use Area should be deleted. This requirement was not
imposed on the other three corners which have now been developed, or are
underway, and it is unfair to add this new requirement to apply to the only
remaining comer which has not yet been developed.



9.

. The requirement to provide a minimum building height of 2 storeys of usable
space should be deleted. This is an unrealistic requirement in the Guelph market
and will result in the land remaining vacant and unleasable for commercial
tenants. This is a relatively small commercial site and cannot support his
unreasonable requirement.

. The prohibition of drive-throughs in the Community Mixed Use Area should be
deleted. Locational criteria related to the provision of drive thoughs would be
acceptable. The other commercial sites at Clair and Gordon have well designed
drive throughs that do not interfere with pedestrian activity. This corner should
have the same opportunity to provide well designed drive through facilites.

. The requirement for a Secondary Plan for Mixed Use Areas should be deleted.

. The requirement that "residential uses should be provided primarily above
commercial uses” should be deleted. This'is an unfair requirement for the last
corner of this intersection to be developed and will not find uptake in the Guelph
market

. The requirement for underground or structured parking In the Community Mixed
Use Area should be deleted. The cost to provide this would prohibit the
development of this corner.

We would appreciate the requested changes being made to OPA No. 42 prior fo it
coming back to Council for a decision. These are serious concerns which will impact
the viability of this property to be developed. The City should not approve an Officlal
Plan which will make serviced urban land unable to develop. Thank you for the
opportunity to provide these comments.

Yours truly,

//e?j-—‘{( C At
e
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May 20, 2010
File No. 94693

Mayor and Members of Council
City of Guelph

1 Carden Street

Guelph, Ontario N1H 3A1

Attention: Lais A. Giles, City Clerk

Dear Ms. Giles:

Re: Proposed Official Plan Amendment No. 42
Public Meeting Date;: May 20, 2010

We are counsel to Silvercreek Guelph Developments Limited. As the City is aware, our
client owns approximately 22 hectares of land known municipally as 35 and 40 Silvercreek
Parkway South (the "Lands”). The Lands comprise a farmer gravel pit and ready-mix
plant and have been vacant since 1994.

In January 2010, the Ontario Municipal Board approved our client's applications,
supported by the City and the Howitt Park Neighbourhcod Residents Association, for an
Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment {o permit a mixed-use
development comprised of a Mixed Use Node, Business Park and High Density
Residential components. The approval followed a five-year process of application review
and negotiations between the parties. Since that time, our client has been progressing
toward the next stage of approvals.

We have reviewed the policies of proposed Official Flan Amendment No. 42 and have the
following comments on behalf of our client:

1. Schedule 4D depicts a Regulatory Flood Plain not only along Howitt Creek but
also along an east-west watercourse which has been shown not to exist on the subject
lands and has been removed from Schedule 4 (Natural Heritage System). Likewise,
Schedule 5 (Development Constraints) incorrectly shows a Regulatory Flood Line along
the same watercourse.

2. Schedule 2 (Land Use Plan) of OPA No. 42 ought to be revised to remove the
Silvercreek stormwater management area (east of Howitt Creek) from the “Significant
Natural Area" designation due to its stormwater management function.

3. The Urban Design policies of OPA 42 (section 7.5) include the following:

8rooklizld Place, 181 Bay Street, Smte 1800, Box 754 - Toronto, ON - M5) 279 - Canada
T 416.863.1500 F 416.863,1515
www.airdbarlis.com



Rx Date/Time MRY-20-2010(THE) 10:22 416 BB3 1515 P.G03
05/20/2070 10:25 FAX 416 863 1515 AIRD & BERLIS LLP @003/005

May 20, 2010
Page 2

‘8, Reverse lotting onto natural areas and other components of the public
raalm are discouragad.

6. Buildings should be oriented to maintain public vistas of and visual access
to natural features on lands adjacent to the site.

7. Streets should create view corridors and vistas of significant natural areas,
the river valleys and park facilities.”

These policies have the potential to conflict with the concapt plan which forms part of the
instruments approved by the Board and has been incorporated into the proposed Silver
Creek Junction Secondary Plan.

4, Section 8.5.1.5 (Parking) states that, in the Community Mixed Use Area
designation, underground or structured parking will be encouraged and that surface
parking shall only be permitied in the rear and side yard. This policy may well result in a
conflict with the concept plan which forms part of the Secondary Plan. As you know, this
concept plan formed the basis of the settlement between the City and Silvercreek, was
endorsed by the Board and is specifically referanced in the Minutes of Settlement.

5. The policies in sections 7.10 and 7.11 (Mid-rise and High-rise Buildings)
encouraging below-grade parking with limited visitor surface parking may make the high
density residential development of the Silvercreek lands a challenge.

6. Policy 7.14, which states that, “Parking adjacent to identified natural heritage
features and associated buffers should be avoided” may be incompatible with the concept
plan in the Secondary Plan.

7. The policies pertaining to “Community Mixed Use Area” (section 8.5.1.2) provide
that: ,
A"iii) residential uses should be provided primarily above commercial_uses in

addition to some free-standing residential buildings; and

iv) the width of storefronts should be limited tc encourage pedestrian activity along
the street. ...

8. The Zoning By-law may establish the maximum length of frontage along arterial
roads that may be used for surface parking. Thig provision may provide different
standards for various land uses with the most restrictive standard applying to
mixed use and main street type development.”

Since the Zoning By-law Amendment with respect to the Silvercreek lands has already
been approved, the potential inconsistency between these provisions and the Silvercreek
plan is not of immediate concern. However, we would request that the lands be exempied
from the application of these policies.

B. Policy 8.5.1.3, paragraph 2, states that “2. Drive-through facilities of any type,
vehicle sales and vehicle related uses, including vehicle service stations shall not be

ARD & BERLIS ur
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permitted.” This Is inconsistent with the approved Zoning By-law for the Silvercreek lands
which states that “Drive-Through Uses shall be prohibited within 30 metres of the Market
(Public) Square.”

9. Policy B.5.1.3, paragraph 4, states as foliows: “The permitted uses can be mixed
vertically within building or horizontally within muiltiple-unit mall buildings or may be
provided in free-standing individual buildings, Where an individual development
incorporates a single use building in excess of 5,675 square metres (60,000 sqg. ft) of
gross leasable floor area, the site shall also be designed o provide the opportunity for
smaller buildings amenable to the provision of locdl goods and services to be located near
Intersections and immediately adjacent to the street line near transit facilities. These
smaller buildings shall comprise a minimum of 10% of the tofal gross |easable floor area
within the overall development.” We assume that the effect of this policy would not be
counter to the concept plan and reasonable modifications thereto.

10. The maximum FSi set out in section 8.5.1.4 may not correspond to the
development approved in the Secondary Plan.

11.  The draft policies of the Silver Creek .Junction Secondary Flan indicate that,
"Where there is a conflict between the provisions of this Secondary Plan and the Official
Plan, the provisions of the Secondary Plan apply.” This appears to leave a measure of
uncertainty as to what would constitute 2 conflict. For instance, the Silvercreek Official
Plan Amendment approved by the Board intentionally requires "a minimum building
massing equivalent to two storeys (7.6m)", whereas proposed OPA 42 states that
"development shall be a minimum of two storeys of usable space” in the Community
Mixed Use designation.

12. The Minutes of Settlement between the City and Silvercreek indicate that the City
would bring forward an amendment to its Brownfield Community Improvement Plan to
permit retroactive applications under the TIBGP, for eligible costs, notwithstanding the fact
that the costs were not pre-approved by the City. We would request that such an
amendment be brought forward.

Qur client respectiully requests a site-specific exemption from any policies in the proposed
Official Plan Amendment which would be inconsistent with the instruments endorsed by
Council and approved by the Board with respect to the Silvercreek lands.

Given our understanding that the City's work on fine-tuning OPA 42 is ongoing, our client
may have additional comments with respect to the proposed policies as the process
progresses,
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We would be pleased to discuss this matter further with City Staff.
Yours very truly,

AIRD & BERLIS LLP

Steven A. Zakem

SAZ/TH

Cc:  Silvercreek Guelph Developments Limited
Greg Atkinson
Scott Hannah
Peter Pickfield
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May 13, 2010

City of Guelph

1 Carden Street
Guelph, Ontario
N1H 3A1

Attention: Mayor Farbridge and Members of Council

Rei Guelph Official Plan Update (Released April 19, 2010)

The Guelph Wellington Development Association (GWDA) has reviewed the
propesed changes to the Official Plan in detail. Please provide a written
response to our concerns. The Official Plan is an important planning document
which must be carefully worded and be in compliance with the legislation that
permits it to exist. The proposed Official must also be consistent with the 2005
Provincial Policy Statement. The GWDA are very concerned with a number of
the policies included in this proposed Official Plan.

GWDA have recently been informed that the Natural Heritage policies and map
schedules of the of the proposed Official Plan will be brought to Council in July
ahead of the remainder of the Official plan. GWDA specifically raised concerns
regarding such an important document as the Official Plan coming to Council in
July for a decision. Splitting the Official Plan into two parts will create more work
for City staff and result in appeals that will have to be consolidated at any future
OMB hearings. Nothing is gained by splitting the Official Plan approval. The
Official Plan should be brought forward as one complete document once the
issues have been reviewed and resolved by staff.

The GWDA general comments are below followed by more specific comments
and concerns. The general comments regarding the Draft Official Plan are:

Consideration of the Official Plan Comprehensively

It would be premature to consider the Natural Heritage Strategy separately from
the overall Official Plan to be considered by Council after the election. There
needs to be further consultation with the GWDA regarding the implications of the
NHS on future development and our comments on the NHS need to be
incorporated in the policy considered by Council.

GUELPH AND WELLINGTON DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION » BOX 964 « GUELPH, ONTARIO NTH 6N1
TEL: 519-822-85117 : FAX: 519-837-3922



Sharing Population and Employment Targets

The existing built up areas of the City need to share in the burden/benefits of
intensification with other parts of the City.

Impact of Proposed Affordable Housing Policies

The GWDA has participated in workshops and commented on the policies
related to affordable housing but no one is listening at the city staff level. The
existing housing stock has a significant role to play in the provision of the
affordable housing targets established. The affordable housing targets are not
realistic and are not supported by a financial incentive program.

Basis of Legislative Authority

The proposed Official Plan contains a variety of detailed paolicy areas beyond the
legislative authority of the City.

Detail Contained in the Proposed Official Plan

In many instances, the proposed Official Plan contains details beyond what is
expected and required in an official plan. The official plan should function as a
general guide and be implemented through the zoning bylaw. The level of detail
proposed to be contained in the Official Plan will lead to unnecessary
amendments and bureaucracy on a go forward basis which are both time
consuming and costly.

Unnecessary Secondary Plan Requirements

Secondary Plans proposed as amendments to the official plan are burdensome
and unnecessary. The same effect can be accomplished through more detailed
planning that is used to finalize the implementing zoning bylaw.

Complex Schedules

There are far toc many schedules in the proposed official plan especially
pertaining to the Natural Heritage Strategy. These in particular go far beyond the
established provincial policies dealing with environmentally significant areas.

Natural Heritage Strateqy

In many sections within the Official Plan policies are proposed which go beyond
the legislative authority provided to a municipality and should not be included in



the Official Plan. The examples are found in the detailed comments within this
letter. (Vegetation Compensation Plan, Cash-in-lieu of Trees for example)

The Natural Heritage System (NHS) is not consistent with but exceeds the
powers provided by the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS). Areas that are not
identified by the PPS as significant and to be protected are proposed to be
protected by the proposed NHS policies. The NHS policies propose to protect
slopes which are not significant natural features that need to be protected. The
NHS then overlays ecological linkages overtop of these slopes. The ecological
linkages have in many cases been randomly located or relocated without the
benefit of ecological expertise and have no significant ecological function. These
matters must be resolved before the Official Plan is brought forward to Council
for a decision.

The Natural Heritage System designations will be almost impossible to use to
determine which policies in the Official Plan apply to which properties. GWDA
challenges any member of Council to select a property that they are familiar with
in the City and try to determine which Natural Heritage policies apply to that
property based on the Official Plan as released. The document is unnecessarily
cumbersome and should be rewritten.

GWDA is proposing an alternative approach which is consistent with the
Provincial Policy Statement and will protect the Natural Heritage System within
the City of Guelph.

The Official Plan should include the following designations:

Significant Natural Areas

Dark green designation that includes all Provincially Significant features as
defined by the PPS. These areas are protected from Development.

Natural Areas

Light Green designation that identifies the buffers to Provincially Significant
features as recommended by the PPS. This designation can also include all of
the features that the City can legitimately consider to be locally significant.
Roads, municipal services, stormwater management and development is
permitted subject to an EIS or EA.

Ecological Linkages

Striped light green area. Roads, municipal services, stormwater management
and development permitted subject to an EIS or EA.



All three of these designations may be shown on Schedule 2 - Land Use Plan
without the need for the proposed nine NHS Schedules and Appendices. Three
sets of policies can be written for the Official Plan which apply to these three land

use designations. GWDA has been consistent since the NHS was begun that
this is the appropriate approach.
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. GWDA have been
actively participating in the Official Pian process without significant changes to
the proposed Official Plan being realized. The City needs to have
considerably more dialogue with the GWDA. This needs fo occur prior to the
consideration of the proposed Official Plan by Council or any amendment to the
existing Official Plan on a piece meal basis such as any amendment dealing with
the Natural Heritage Strategy which the City is trying to unnecessarily expedite.
We sincerely hope that our concerns will be satisfactorily addressed before entire
the Official Plan returns to Council for a decision.

Yours truly,

Alfred Artinger, P.Eng.
President

cc:  Jim Riddell, Director of Community Design and Development Services
Marion Plaunt, Manager of Policy Planning and Urban Design

(GWDA.Draft Official Plan Commenis.doc)



UPPER GRAND DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD
500 Victoria Road North, Guelph, Ontario N1E 6K2
Phone: (519) 822-4420 Fax: (519) 822-9097
Martha C. Rogers

Director of Education
May 17, 2010 PLN: 10-21
File Code: R14
Sent by: mail & email
Mrs. Lois Giles
City Clerk, City of Guelph E [Y\ A
City Hall, 1 Carden Sireet = :

Guelph, Ontario NTH 3A1

HAY 92{{3';

Dear Mrs. Giles;

Re: Official Plan Update - OPA 49, City of Guelph

Further to my telephone message today, | would like to pass on a comment from the Upper Grand District School
Board regarding the Official Plan Update - OPA 49. The Draft Schedule 2: Land Use Plan for OPA 49 indicates
only 1 potential school site - a site which the UGDSB has an option agreement fo purchase. The recent Central
Guelph Accommodation Review has identified a need for the construction of that schoo! in south Guelph - referred
to by the Board as Kortright East - sometime prior to 2017.

Notably absent from Schedule 2 is a site which is present in the current OP Land Use Plan (Schedule 1) - a site
located south of Grange and east of Cityview. The need for this site was established in the Eastview Secondary
Plan and current student yields in the area would suggest that a second public elementary school will stili be
required - in addition to the recently opened Ken Danby PS.

In 2009 the Board's Education Development Charges (EDC) Background Study identified o need for a 500 pupil
place school in Northeast Guelph and based on this determination the Board's EDC by-law includes a charge
based on the need for a site for this school.

| am requesting this Potential Schaol Site, as shown in the current Official Plan, be included on Schedule 2: Land
Use Plan in OPA 49.

Please contact me at the number below, to further discuss this request.

Dennis Cuomo MCIP, RP
Manager of Planning
519-822-4420 Ext. 820

CITY CLERK'S OFFICE




May 20, 2010

City of Guelph

Community Design and Development Services
Planning and Development Services

1 Carden Street

Guelph, ON

N1H 3A1

Attention: Mr. J. Riddell, MCIP, RPP
' Director, Community Design & Development Services

Dear Sir:

Re: City of Gueiph Draft Official Plan
Qur File 10- 529

We act as planning consultants to Armel Corporation (‘Armel’) who is an owner of
substantial landholdings within the City of Guelph. In this regard, we and our
client have initiated a prefliminary review of the recently-released Draft Official
Plan and are providing the following preliminary comments as input to the further
review and refinement of the document.

At this time, our comments focus on two components of the draft document:
1. The ‘Community Mixed Use Node' component of the Plan, including
surrounding planned residential land uses (Section 8.5), and,
2. The ‘Natural Heritage Strategy’ policies of the Plan (Section 4).
Once we have had an opportunity to review the complete document, additional
comments will be provided on these and other sections of the Plan.

1. Community Mixed Use Node

The following comments deal with the draft Official Plan's approach to community
mixed use nodes. In this regards, Armel's interests focus on its landholdings in
the westerly portion of the City.

14 Guelph's Proposed Urban Structure
Building upon the City's Local Growth Management Strategy, Official Plan
Amendment No. 39 (‘OPA 39') provides the urban structure framework for the
draft Official Plan. That urban structure framework consists of:
» A Provincial ‘Urban Growth Centre’ in the Downtown;
» Four ‘Community Mixed Use Nodes', located in the north, east, south and
west areas of the City (with a fifth node recently incorporated at Silver
Creek Junction);

Walker, Nott, Dragicevic
Associates Limited
Planning

Urban Design

90 Eglinton Avenue East

Sulte 701

Taronto, Onlario

M4P 2Y3

Tel. 416/968-3511

Fax. 416/960-0172

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

Pater R. Walkar, FCIP, RPP
Wandy Nott, FGLP, RFP

Robert A. Dragicevic, MCI®, RPP
Senlor Principals

Martha Coffey
Conirollar
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Lois Giles, City Clerk
City Hall 1 Carden St
May 19 2010

Comments on Official Plan Update(OPA 42) for Public M eeting of May 20 2010

| 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 avery 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.

42.1. 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

| 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 | specify these three deficiencies | 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:

¢) 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 | 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
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F. 905.669.0097
PLANNING PARTNERS INC. kimplanning.com
File: P-1865
May 20, 2010
City of Guelph

1 Carden Street
Guelph, Ontario
NI1H 3A1

Attention: Ms. Lois Giles
City Clerk

Re:  City of Guelph Official Plan Amendment No. 42
Guelph Watson 5-3 Inc.
c¢/o Metrus Development Inc.
City of Guelph

Dear Ms. Giles:

As you are aware, KLM Planning Partners Inc. acts on behalf of Guelph Watson 5-3 Inc.
in relation to their lands located on the north and south side of Starwood Drive,
immediately west of Watson Parkway North.

Further to our comments provided in writing to Ms. Marion Plaunt and dated March 31,
2010 as it relates to the City of Guelph Official Plan Amendment No. 42, our concerns
continue to be as follows:

1. The draft land use schedule proposes three different land use designations for the
Guelph Watson 5-3 Inc. lands on the north side of Starwood Drive, including
High Density Residential, Medium Density Residential and Community Mixed
Use.

It continues to be our opinion that given the size (approx. 5.5 hectares excluding
the library), configuration and the recently constructed library, it is our opinion
the City is continuing to try and “shoe horn” too many land uses onto a small
parcel of land.

The draft Official Plan sets out a maximum retail floor space for the “Watson
Community Mixed Use Node Area” at 28,000 square metres. This is continuation
of the policy in the existing City of Guelph Official Plan. As noted in our earlier
correspondence, we understand that Loblaws is planning on utilizing

Planning ® Design ® Development



approximately 11,800 square metres which continues to leave a residual of 16,200
square metres of commercial floor area.

If the Guelph Watson 5-3 Inc. lands were to be developed exclusively with retail
uses, at approximately 20% coverage it would only yield an estimated 11,000
square metres of retail floor space. It would seem as though the retail targets set
for this node cannot be achieved and will be in direct conflict with the higher
density residential development that is proposed.

2. The draft Official Plan continues to include a High Density Residential
designation on the Guelph Watson 5-3 Inc. land. It continues to be our opinion
this is not an appropriate location given that it is not adjacent to a major
intersection, has limited transit opportunities in the area and is not compatible
with the surrounding community which consists largely of single detached
dwellings.

3. As stated in our earlier correspondence, it remains our opinion the Guelph Watson
5-3 Inc. lands are better suited to permit medium density residential uses which as
outlined in the current draft, will permit up to a maximum of 100 units per
hectare. The housing type and density permitted will be in keeping with the
surrounding community and will provide a critical mass that would support transit
and the commercial uses and provide a pedestrian friendly built form along the
Watson Parkway street edge.

4. As a general comment, the draft Official Plan continues to set height limitations.
In our opinion, the height limitations should be removed so that it will promote
compact urban forms. Further, if the thought is to have height restrictions so that
density bonusing will come into effect should a proponent wish to exceed the
maximum height requirement, this will continue to act as a disincentive rather
than an incentive, especially if additional fees will need to be paid in order to
allow for the additional height.

Based on the above, it remains our opinion the Guelph Watson 5-3 Inc. land is better
suited to develop solely with a Medium Density Residential designation as opposed to the
High Density Residential and Community Mixed Use Node designations that are
contemplated in the current draft Official Plan.

We have made numerous requests to meet with staff in order to discuss our concerns with
the draft Official Plan. Although we have not received any response, we are still
available and would appreciate meeting with staff to discuss the above noted concerns.



Finally, we request to be notified of any decisions related to Official Plan Amendment
No. 42.

Yours very truly,

KLM PLAN

ING PARTNERS INC.

acKinnon, BA, MCIP, RPP

Partner

cc. Mr. Fraser Nelson — Metrus Development Inc.
cc. Mr. Peter Murphy — Metrus Development Inc.
cc. Mr. Chris DeVriendt — City of Guelph

cc. Mzr. Greg Atkinson — City of Guelph
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May 20, 2010

Clerk’s Department

City of Guelph

City Hall, 1 Carden Street
Guelph, ON

N1H 3A1.

Attention: Ms. Lois A. Giles, City Clerk
Dear Ms. Giles:

Re: City of Guelph Draft Official Plan Amendment Number No. 42
Preliminary Comments on Behalf of Loblaw Properties Limited
Guelph, Ontario
Our File: LPL/GPH/04-01

We are the planning consultants for Loblaw Properties Limited (Loblaw) for City of
Guelph draft Official Plan Amendment No. 42. Loblaw is the owner or lease holder of the
following lands within the City of Guelph, including lands that are currently subject to
planning approvals:

e The vacant lands at 115 Watson Parkway North (formerly 72 Watson Road
North), which are subject to a Zoning By-law Amendment Application (File No.
ZC0512) and an application for Site Plan Approval (File No. SP05C051);

e The vacant lands at 1750 Gordon Street, which are subject to an application for

Site Plan Approval (File No. SP07C013). Please note that GSP Group are the

agents for the application and have been copied on this letter;

The existing Zehrs store at 1045 Paisley Road;

The existing Zehrs store at 297 Eramosa Road;

The existing No Frills store at 191 Silvercreek Parkway North; and

The existing No Frills store at 35 Harvard Road.

On Thursday April 29, 2010 Loblaw was made aware of the draft Official Plan
Amendment No. 42. On behalf of Loblaw, we have preliminary comments as outlined
below, and will continue to review the draft Official Plan Amendment policies in more
detail, and may provide further comments as required.

At this time, our preliminary comments are as follows:

¢ [ngeneral: ,
- The ongoing Zoning By-law Amendment and Site Plan Approval applications
as described above should continue to be considered under the current, in
force, Official Plan and policies;

5399 Eglinton Avenue West, Suite 202
Toronto, Ontario M9C 5K6
Tel: 416-622-6064 Fax: 416-622-3463
Email: zp@zpplan.com Website: zpplan.com
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- We respectfully suggest that there should be wording to provide for flexibility
or a recognition that policies will be implemented and transitioned over the
long term as development and intensification comes to fruition;

- It may be appropriate to include wording for implementation of the Official
Plan Amendment whereby existing development approved under previous
amendments are deemed to conform to the Official Plan, and that minor
extensions or expansions of non-conforming development are permitted
without amendment; and

- The overall application of Built Form, Public Realm and other urban design
policies may not be applicable or appropriate to individual sites, and may
result in unforeseen adverse conditions when not allowing for flexible
implementation and interpretation of the policies.

e Section 4.1.4.1.3: For the new minimum buffers and adjacent lands that are as
summarized and shown in Table 4.1, based on our preliminary review, the lands
at 115 Watson Parkway North may be subject to buffers related to the Natural
Heritage designations on Schedules 4, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D and 4E. Clarification is
requested as to how the required minimum buffers relate to the work that has
been prepared for the valley lands as well as the recommendations that were
previously accepted by the City.

e Section 4.1.7.2.1: It is unclear as to basis for the wildlife crossing location
designation near the lands at 115 Watson Parkway North as shown on Schedule
4. Details and clarification are requested.

e Section 4.6.5.1.1.v: We have a concern that “ensuring” the energy efficient
building design policies may not provide flexibility in the requirements, including
those for a green or reflective roof when photovoltaic technology is proposed. In
addition, the implications of minimizing surface parking are not clear.

e Section 4.7.7.1: With the existing Zehrs store at 1045 Paisley Road proposed to
be designated Areas of Potential Archaeological Resources on Schedule 10, we
request confirmation as to the basis for the designation in order to confirm
whether the designation is appropriate.

e Section 5.4.2.3: A definition of “Municipal services” is not provnded and it is not
clear whether roads would be included. Clarification is requested.

e Section 7.4.9: We have a concern that there is a lack of flexibility in the Public
Realm policies related to locating built form and placing principal building
entrances towards the street and maintaining or extending a continuous building
facade or streetwall along the street. We would suggest that “New development
shall be designed...” be changed to “New development is encouraged to be
designed...”

e Section 7.5.6: The wording “where possmle” has been removed from the existing
policy 7.4.46.2, while the “visual access” wording is new. We have a concern that
the policy no longer provides for flexibility, while the term “visual access” lacks
clarity. In addition, we are concerned that the lack of flexibility will create a
conflict with Section 7.4.9 where built form is required to be“placed adjacent to
the street edge.

e Section 7.8.1: For the lands within a Greenfield area such as 115 Watson
Parkway North, there is currently no prevailing neighbourhood pattern to
enhance. The policy related to blank facades will impact upon large commercial

Zelinka Priamo Ltd. Page 2



May 20, 2010

buildings where exterior walls may not have consistent windows at ground level

due to the requirements of internal operations.

¢ Section 7.8.8: We have concerns with the requirement that buildings be “unique”
to a site and not simply reflect a standard corporate or franchise design.
Franchise or prototype buildings change over time, and within a municipality
there may be several different existing prototypes. Prototype buildings are
carefully considered and reflect the internal operations and needs of a retail
commercial use and the public. In addition, the policy may be in conflict with the
Urban Design Objective under Section 7.1.h), since prototype buildings can
provide for a range of architectural styles and promote expression and diversity
in urban form and architectural design while responding appropriately to the local
context and achieving compatibility.

e Section 7.14.7: For 115 Watson Parkway North, the avoidance of parking
adjacent to the proposed buffer for the natural heritage feature is difficult at best.
It is not clear whether there must be an intervening building, or whether a

landscape strip qualifies as a separator. If not the latter, then it would be
impossible, not difficult to accommodate, since long buildings cannot be placed
at both the street edge as required under 7.4.9 and the back of the lands as

required under 7.5.6.

e Section 7.14.11: There is a lack of clarity as to how and when underground
parking structures “may be required” and whether any financial incentives will be
provided by the City.

e Sections 7.22.1 through 7.22.4: We have a concern with the lack of flexibility
whereby urban squares “shall generally be included”’, while the lands for urban
squares would only be provided through easement or dedication and not through
expropriation or purchase. In addition, it is not clear whether lands to be provided
for urban squares will be included under the minimum and maximum FSI
calculation as required under Section 8.5.

¢ Community Mixed Use Area Policies:

- Sections 8.5.1.1.e and 8.5.1.1.g: It is unclear whether development can
proceed prior to the preparation of a Secondary Plan and as to how
residential uses will be ensured to locate within each Community Mixed Use
Area.

- Section 8.5.1.2.8: We request clarification as to the intention for the most
restrictive parking standard that will apply to mixed use and main street type
development.

- Section 8.5.1.3.2: We have a concern that drive-through facilities including
gas bars will no longer be permitted. We are unaware of any specific
justification to remove the permissions for drive-throughs and gas bars.

- Section 8.5.1.3.5: We are concerned with the new requirement for a main
street-type environment and for freestanding individual retail uses exceeding
5,575 sq. m to locate on peripheral sites. There is a lack of clarity as to the
definition of peripheral sites and how the policy will be interpreted for lands
such as 115 Watson Parkway North and 1750 Gordon Street. In addition,
there is a lack of justification of a requirement to locate freestanding individual
retail uses exceeding 5,575 sg. m on peripheral sites.

- Sections 8.5.1.4.1 and 8.5.1.4.3: We have concerns with the policy to require
a minimum total floor space index (FSI) of 0.5 and a specific number of

Zelinka Priamo Ltd. Page 3
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residential units, as it is unclear where or how the residential units will be
accommodated. The minimum FSI of 0.5 is well above current retail
commercial FSI, and is related to the policies limiting surface parking,
potentially requiring parking structures and requiring a minimum of 2 storeys.
In addition, it is not clear whether expansions to existing buildings would need
to be at 0.5 FSI. Lastly, it is not clear as to whether Buffer Areas as proposed
to be required under Table 4.1 will be counted in the FSI calculation.

- Section 8.5.1.4.5: We have a concern with the minimum requirement of two
(2) storeys of usable space for development. There is a lack of flexibility, for
example, for the permitted freestanding individual retail uses exceeding 5,575
sg. m, while it is not clear whether a partial mezzanine would satisfy the 2
storey requirement for “usable space”. For existing development it is not clear
whether a building expansion would need to be a minimum of two storeys.

- Section 8.5.1.4.7: For 115 Watson Parkway North within the Greenfield Area,
a concept plan with future phasing will be required to achieve a minimum
initial FSI of 0.3. We have a concern that the ultimate concept plan provisions
may affect the design and function of the initial development. In addition, as
noted above, it is not clear as to whether Buffer Areas as proposed to be
required under Table 4.1 will be counted in the FSI calculation.

- Section 8.5.1.5.1: The policy confuses the interpretation of Section 7.14.11,
where underground or structured parking may be required. Clarification is
requested.

- Section 8.5.1.6.1: It is not clear from the policy whether development can
proceed prior to the preparation of a Secondary Plan. Clarification is
requested.

o Mixed Use Corridor Policies:

- Section 8.5.2.3.2: We have a concern that drive-through facilities including
gas bars will no longer be permitted. We are unaware of any specific
justification to remove the permissions for drive-throughs and gas bars.

- Sections 8.5.2.4.1 and 8.5.2.4.2; It is not clear how 8.5.2.4.1 and 8.5.2.4.2
interact, since there appears to be maximum of 0.5 FSl| under 8.5.2.4.1 and a
maximum of 2.5 FSI for commercial development under 8.5.2.4.2.

- Section 8.5.2.4.4: For the minimum of two (2) storeys of usable space for
development, it is not clear whether the requirement would apply to
expansions to existing buildings.

- Section 8.5.2.5.1: The policy encouraging underground or structured parking
confuses Section 7.14.11, where underground or structured parking may be
required.

¢ Neighbourhood Mixed Use Centre Policies:

- Section 8.5.3.3.2: We have a concern that drive-through facilities mcludmg
gas bars will no longer be permitted. We are unaware of any specific
justification to remove the permissions for drive-throughs and gas bars.

- Section 8.5.3.4.2: For the minimum of two (2) storeys of usable space for
development, it is not clear whether the requirement would apply to
expansions to existing buildings.

- Section 8.5.3.5.1: The policy encouraging underground or structured parking
confuses Section 7.14.11, where underground or structured parking may be
required.

Zelinka Priamo Ltd. Page 4
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We would welcome the opportunity to meet with Staff to discuss our preliminary
comments and a process for implementing appropriate policies while working towards
the goals of draft Official Plan Amendment No. 42 over the longer term.

Should you have any questions, or require further information, please do not hesitate to
call. In addition, please kindly add the undersigned for notification of any further

meetings with respect to this matter as well as notice of the adoption of the Official Plan
Amendment. , ;

Yours very truly,
ZELINKA PRIAMO LTD.

Jonathan Rbdger, MScPI, MCIP, RPP

cc. Loblaw Properties Limited (Via Email)
Mr. Steven Zakem, Aird & Berlis LLP (Via Email)
Mr. Hugh Handy, GSP Group (Via Email)
Mr. Al Hearne, Senior Development Planner, City of Guelph (Via Email)
Mr. Greg Atkinson, Policy Planner, City of Guelph (Via Email)

Zelinka Priamo Ltd. Page 5
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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.
SPO7CO13). 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.



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.

Yo s

v

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)
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May 18", 2010 File No.: 6058.30

City of Guelph

City Hall, 1 Carden Street
Guelph, Ontario

NTH 3AT

Attn: Lois Giles, City Clerk
Re: Draft Official Plan

Gordon Creek Developments Inc,
1291 Gordon Street, Guelph

As the authorized agent for Gordon Creek Development Inc., we are
pleased to provide comments on the draft Official Plan for the City of
Guelph {“draft OP"), dated April 2010. We appreciate the opportunity
to provide comments on this important initiative.

By way of background, Gordon Creek Development Inc. submitted a
Zone Change application in July of 2009 for land known municipally as
1291 Gordon Street (the “Site”). The Zone Change application is
requesting that the Site be rezoned to permit a é-storey multi-residential
building plus one level of underground parking. We note that GSP
submitted previous comments on February 24" 2010 on behalf of
Gordon Creek Development Inc. regarding the draft Natural Heritage
Strategy. |

Schedule 1 {'Growth Plan Elements’) to the draft OP identifies the Site as
being part of the “Builtup Area” with an “Intensification Corridor
Overlay”. The Site is designated on Schedule 1 {'land Use Plan’) as
“Medium Density Residential” and “Significant Natural Area”. Schedule
4, the 'Natural Heritage System' illustrates an “Ecological Linkage” on
the Site (deer corridor].

The ‘Areas of Natural and Scientific Inferest, Habitat for Provincially
Threatened and Endangered Species Significant Wetlands' map
{Schedule 4A) illusirates the Provincially Significant Wetland [PSW) and
wetland buffer on the Site as extending to Gordon Street.



Qur comments relate to two general policy areas in the draft OP:

1. Proposed buildings heights in Medium and High Density Residential Designations
2. Wetland and wetland boundary mapping

ltem #1: Proposed Building Heights

The draft OP permits a maximum building height of five {5} storeys and a maximum density of
100 units per hectare in the Medium Density Residential designation. We note that the existing
Official Plan does not provide a height limit on the Site {“General Residential” designation) and
regulates building form through a maximum permitied density of 100 units per hectare. In light of
the existing policies, an Official Plan Amendment was not required on the Site to permit the
proposed six {6] siorey residential building plus an underground parking level. The applicant

applied fo the City for a Zoning By-law Amendment to implement the existing General Residential
Designation.

While the building height in the new Medium Density Residential designation is proposed to be
limited to five (5) storeys, the Site forms part of intensification corridor. The intensification corridor
is to be planned to achieve ‘increased residential and employment densities that support and
ensure the viability of existing and planned transit service levels’, Land on the east side of Gordon
Street {across from the Site) also forms part of the infensification corridor and is designated “High
Density Residential”. This designation permits a building height of ten {10} storeys. Land
immediately south of the Site is designated as a “Neighbourhood Mixed Use Centre”.

Section 7 of the draft OP outlines the urban design policies for the City. Section 7.8.1 states that
the built form for new buildings shall ‘have front facades with entrances and windows that face
the street and that reflect and, where appropriate, enhance the rhythm and frequency of the
prevailing neighbourhaod pattern’. The draft OP states in Section 7.10 that the built form for mid-
rise buildings is between four {4) to six storeys (6] and high-rise buildings are above six {6)
storeys. Where there is a transition between different land uses:

Development will be designed fo create an oppropriate iransition through the
provisions of roads, landscaping, spatiol separation of land uses and compatible
built form. Where proposed buildings exceed the built height of adjacent buildings,
the City may require the new buildings to be stepped back, terraced or set back to
reduce adverse impacts on adjacent properties and/or the sireelscape [Section

Z13.7and 7.13.2).

We would appreciate the opportunity to discuss with the City the rafionale for the height limitation
of 5 storeys on the Site given our current zoning application and the proposed “High Density”
designation on the east side of Gordon Street. Further, the urban design policies envision mid-rise
building form between four {4) to six (6) storeys in height, while the policies for the Medium
Density Residential limit the height to five {5) storeys.



ltem #2: Wetland Boundary Delineation

Draft Schedule 4B, ‘Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest, Habitat for Provincially Threatened
and Endangered Species Significant Wetlands” map to the draft OP illustrates the location and
extent of wetlands and the associated bulfers in the City. The map illusirates the Provincially
Significant Wetland [PSW) and wetland buffer on the Site as extending to Gordon Street.

It is our understanding through conversations with City skaff that this schedule was generated from
the base mapping information prepared by the Ministry of Natural Resources using aerial
photography. Both the Official Plan and watershed mapping delineated the extent of wetlands in
the City through the use of aerial photography as opposed to on-site investigafions.

As part of the Zone Change application for the Site, the applicant retained Stantec Consulting to
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS}). The EIS included an onsite evaluation of the
wetland and delineated the actual extent of the wetland and wetland buffer. The extent of the
wetland on the Site, as illustrated in the EIS, has been confirmed by both the Grand River
Conservation Authority and the City of Guelph and endorsed by the Guelph Environmental
Advisory Committee on April 14", 2010. We would request that Schedule 4B be updated o
reflect the actual extent of the PSW and the 30 metre wetland buffer boundary.

We would be happy to discuss these issues in greater defail with the City. Also, we would
appreciate a written response fo the issues raised in this letter. Should you have any questions or
comments in the meantime, do not hesitate fo contact me.

Yours very fruly,

GSP Group Inc.

Hugh Handy, MCIP, RPP
Associate

cc:  Paul Aneja, Gordon Creek Development Inc.
Mickey Grover, Gordon Creek Development Inc.
John Valeriote, Smith Valeriote, LLP
Joe Harris, Stantec
Gwendolyn Weeks, Stantec
Jessica McEachren, City of Guelph
Katie Nasswetter, City of Guelph
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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 Lid.
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.

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.

. 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?

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, efc.

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.

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:

e Requirement to accommodate 750 residential units;

e Outright prohibiting drive-throughs;

e Requirement for a minimum floor space index of 0.5 on the Site;

e Requirement for a minimum of two floors of useable space;

e Encouragement for underground and structured parking;

e 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;

e 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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