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Council Chambers, Guelph City Hall, 1 Carden Street 

DATE Monday May 25, 2015 – 7:00 p.m. 
 

Please turn off or place on non-audible all cell phones, PDAs, Blackberrys and 
pagers during the meeting. 
 

O Canada  
Silent Reflection 

Disclosure of Pecuniary Interest and General Nature Thereof 
 

PRESENTATION 
 

a) Julie Goodwin on behalf of the Guelph Barrier Free Committee:  
presentation of the 2015 Access Recognition Awards 

• Jane McNamee, outstanding accomplishment of an individual 
• Taylor Redmond, outstanding accomplishment of an individual 
• Heidi Torreiter, outstanding contribution of an individual 
• Wendy Lewis, outstanding contribution of an individual 
• Mary Grad, outstanding contribution of an individual 
• Justin Selby, the Campus Accessibility Committee and the University of 

Guelph, outstanding contribution of a business 
 

b) Tourism Strategy: presentation by Colleen Clack, General Manager Culture, 
Tourism & Community Investment  

 
c) 2015 Wellbeing Grant Allocations Presentation  

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES   (Councillor Wettstein) 

“THAT the minutes of the Council Meetings held April 13, 20, 22 and 27 and May 
11, 2015 and the minutes of the Closed Meeting of Council held April 22 and 27, 

and May 11, 2015 be confirmed as recorded and without being read.” 
 
 
CONSENT REPORTS/AGENDA – ITEMS TO BE EXTRACTED  
The following resolutions have been prepared to facilitate Council’s consideration of 

the various matters and are suggested for consideration.  If Council wishes to 
address a specific report in isolation of the Consent Reports/Agenda, please identify 

the item.   The item will be extracted and dealt with separately.  The balance of the 
Consent Reports/Agenda will be approved in one resolution. 
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Consent Reports/Agenda from:   
 
Closed Meeting of Council 
Item City Presentation Delegations To be 

Extracted 

CM-2015.3 
2015 Citizen Appointments to 
Tourism Advisory Committee 

   

 
Adoption of balance of the Closed Meeting of Council Second Consent Report  
 
Corporate Services Committee 

Item City Presentation Delegations To be 

Extracted 

CS-2015.19 
Budget Impacts per Ontario 
Regulation 284/09 & 2015 
Budget PSAB Reconciliation 

   

CS-2015.21 
Special Motion – Councillor 
Findlay 2014 

   

 
Adoption of balance of Corporate Services Committee Third Consent Report - 
Councillor Hofland, Chair 
 
Infrastructure, Development & Enterprise Committee 

Item City Presentation Delegations To be 
Extracted 

IDE-2015.10 
2015 Development Priorities 
Plan 

   

IDE-2015.11 
2014 Building Permit Fee 
Revenues, Costs, Building 
Stabilization Reserve Fund and 
Annual Setting of Building 
Permit Fees for 2015 

   

IDE-2015.12 
Elementary School Speed 
Zones - Update 

   

IDE-2015.14 
Gas Pump Warning Labels 

   

 
Adoption of balance of Infrastructure, Development & Enterprise Committee Fourth  
Consent Report – Councillor Bell, Chair 
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Public Services Committee 

Item City Presentation Delegations To be 

Extracted 

PS-2015.13 
Revised Terms of Reference 
for the Wellbeing Grant 
Allocation Panel 

   

PS-2015.14 
Business License Fees 2015 

   

PS-2015.15 
Business License By-law 
Amendment – Donation Bin, 
Publication Dispensing Box 
Licensing 

 • Mark Hillis, Molok 
North America Ltd. 

√ 

 
Adoption of balance of Public Services Committee Third Consent Report – Councillor 
Downer, Chair 
 
Council Consent Agenda 

Item City Presentation Delegations To be 

Extracted 

CON-2015.22 
2015 Provincial Co-ordinated 
Land Use Planning Review 

   

CON-2015.23 
Proposed Demolition of 58 
Dean Avenue, Ward 5 

   

 
Adoption of balance of the Council Consent Agenda – Councillor  
 

ITEMS EXTRACTED FROM COMMITTEES OF COUNCIL REPORTS 

AND COUNCIL CONSENT AGENDA (Chairs to present the extracted 
items) 
Once extracted items are identified, they will be dealt with in the following order: 

1) delegations (may include presentations) 
2) staff presentations only 

3) all others. 
 

Reports from:   
• Corporate Services Committee– Councillor Hofland 
• Infrastructure, Development & Enterprise Committee – Councillor Bell 
• Public Services Committee– Councillor Council Downer 
• Consent – Mayor Guthrie 
 

SPECIAL RESOLUTIONS 
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BY-LAWS 
Resolution – Adoption of By-laws (Councillor Allt) 
 
MAYOR’S ANNOUNCEMENTS 
Please provide any announcements, to the Mayor in writing, by 12 noon on 
the day of the Council meeting. 

NOTICE OF MOTION 

ADJOURNMENT 



Access Recognition Awards 2015 
 

Outstanding Accomplishment of an Individual 

Jane McNamee 
 

Jane McNamee has overcome significant personal obstacles in order to devote her life to 
removing barriers for all.  She has lived in multiple countries, including Zambia, where she 
volunteered, seeking to remove barriers and improve the lives of women there. Jane has been 
on many committees in Guelph, beginning with an inaugural Accessibility Committee, in 1977. 
This group later started what we now know to be the Guelph Mobility Service. She was also a 
member of the Guelph Accessibility Advisory Committee for 10 years and is currently on the 
Harcourt Church Accessibility Committee. Through her contribution on these committees, Jane 
has worked hard to promote accessibility and inclusion.  
 
Jane has held research positions at the University of Guelph, McMaster University and Chedoke 
McMaster Hospitals, where she expanded the scope of research on mental health of 
adolescents, women and children. Jane has achieved her goal of leading a life dedicated to 
achieving accessibility for all. It is difficult to estimate how many people benefit from Jane’s 
work, but given the amazing length and breadth of it, most likely thousands! 

Certificate 
In recognition of your commitment to removing barriers, and promoting accessibility worldwide, 
through your committee contribution, research and advocacy.    

 

Outstanding Accomplishment of an Individual 

Taylor Redmond 
 
Guelph resident, Taylor Redmond, is a 23-year old Special Olympic athlete and budding sports 
journalist who has succeeded in demonstrating that individuals with special needs can achieve 
big goals! Taylor has a weekly radio show on CFRU 93.3 FM and has held several video 
interviews on his Youtube channel. Through his Youtube channel, Taylor appeals to a wide 
range of audiences. His entertaining interviews with notables such as Toronto Maple Leaf Jake 
Gardiner are engaging to even non-sports fans. Taylor’s hard work and confidence have 
contributed to the achievement of his goal of becoming a broadcaster.  Taylor is truly a role 
model, inspiring other youth to attain their potential and voice. 

Each time Taylor appears for public speaking he brings a simple message that has guided his 
own personal goals: “My point for any student out there is to be the best that you can be. At 
Special Olympics I learned three things: fun, finish and friends.” 

Certificate 
In recognition of your confidence and success in pursuing your goals as a broadcaster and 
motivational speaker. 



Outstanding Contribution of an Individual 

Heidi Torreiter 
Heidi Torreiter is the registered Horticultural Therapist at the Guelph Enabling Garden who has 
dedicated her work primarily to children and adults with mental health issues. Thr
over a number of years, she has watched people experience the profound benefits of making 
connections with nature through gardening, farming, hiking, caring for animals and the arts. 

As the Enabling Garden Horticultural Therapist, Heidi work
to provide inclusive horticultural therapy by sharing her love of gardening with the community in 
a multi-use garden designed for people of all abilities.  Heidi goes above and beyond what is 
expected by providing a wide range of inclusive gardening programs and workshops. 

Certificate 
We commend you for inspiring people of all abilities to experience the profound benefits of 
making connections with nature. 

 

Outstanding Contribution of an Individual

Wendy Lewis 
Since the inception of the Guelph Enabling Garden, Wendy Lewis, has been the committed and 
dedicated Coordinator of Volunteers. In this critical role, she supports the work of the 
Horticultural Therapist and is responsible for the administration, recruitment and
the seventy necessary volunteers who maintain the garden. She welcomes volunteers of all 
abilities and dedicates many additional hours to ensure the garden’s continued success.

The Enabling Garden is a destination point in Guelph made poss
contribution. She recognizes and nurtures the volunteers’ strengths and skills. Wendy is a 
community builder and an essential part of this jewel in Guelph’s crown.

 

Certificate 
In recognition of cultivating an inclusive experience 
to the Guelph Enabling Garden. 

 

Outstanding Contribution of an Individual

Mary Grad  
Mary Grad is a dedicated volunteer who goes the extra mile to advocate for people with 
disabilities.  While supporting a fa
accessibility, Mary often recognizes barriers that should also be addressed.  

As a member of several committees, both past and present, Mary is quick to choose a project to 
lead and ensures that all voices of committee members are heard and that the project is 

Outstanding Contribution of an Individual  

Heidi Torreiter is the registered Horticultural Therapist at the Guelph Enabling Garden who has 
dedicated her work primarily to children and adults with mental health issues. Thr
over a number of years, she has watched people experience the profound benefits of making 
connections with nature through gardening, farming, hiking, caring for animals and the arts. 

As the Enabling Garden Horticultural Therapist, Heidi works with diverse populations of people 
to provide inclusive horticultural therapy by sharing her love of gardening with the community in 

use garden designed for people of all abilities.  Heidi goes above and beyond what is 
e range of inclusive gardening programs and workshops. 

We commend you for inspiring people of all abilities to experience the profound benefits of 
making connections with nature.  

Outstanding Contribution of an Individual 

the inception of the Guelph Enabling Garden, Wendy Lewis, has been the committed and 
dedicated Coordinator of Volunteers. In this critical role, she supports the work of the 
Horticultural Therapist and is responsible for the administration, recruitment and
the seventy necessary volunteers who maintain the garden. She welcomes volunteers of all 
abilities and dedicates many additional hours to ensure the garden’s continued success.

The Enabling Garden is a destination point in Guelph made possible by Wendy’s tireless 
contribution. She recognizes and nurtures the volunteers’ strengths and skills. Wendy is a 
community builder and an essential part of this jewel in Guelph’s crown. 

In recognition of cultivating an inclusive experience for the volunteers, participants and visitors 
 

Outstanding Contribution of an Individual 

Mary Grad is a dedicated volunteer who goes the extra mile to advocate for people with 
disabilities.  While supporting a family member with a disability to be involved in advocating for 
accessibility, Mary often recognizes barriers that should also be addressed.   

As a member of several committees, both past and present, Mary is quick to choose a project to 
at all voices of committee members are heard and that the project is 

Heidi Torreiter is the registered Horticultural Therapist at the Guelph Enabling Garden who has 
dedicated her work primarily to children and adults with mental health issues. Through her work 
over a number of years, she has watched people experience the profound benefits of making 
connections with nature through gardening, farming, hiking, caring for animals and the arts.  

s with diverse populations of people 
to provide inclusive horticultural therapy by sharing her love of gardening with the community in 

use garden designed for people of all abilities.  Heidi goes above and beyond what is 
e range of inclusive gardening programs and workshops.  

We commend you for inspiring people of all abilities to experience the profound benefits of 

the inception of the Guelph Enabling Garden, Wendy Lewis, has been the committed and 
dedicated Coordinator of Volunteers. In this critical role, she supports the work of the 
Horticultural Therapist and is responsible for the administration, recruitment and coordination of 
the seventy necessary volunteers who maintain the garden. She welcomes volunteers of all 
abilities and dedicates many additional hours to ensure the garden’s continued success. 

ible by Wendy’s tireless 
contribution. She recognizes and nurtures the volunteers’ strengths and skills. Wendy is a 

for the volunteers, participants and visitors 

 

Mary Grad is a dedicated volunteer who goes the extra mile to advocate for people with 
mily member with a disability to be involved in advocating for 

As a member of several committees, both past and present, Mary is quick to choose a project to 
at all voices of committee members are heard and that the project is 



completed.  In fact, she can be accredited to leading the nomination process for these, the 
Access Recognition Awards, before retiring from the Barrier Free Committee. 

Mary continues to work on committees and serve on organization Boards, most of which have a 
mandate of improving accessibility.  She is a strong leader and understands the value of 
engaging others. 

Certificate 
We commend you for your dedication, empathy and strong leadership skills in your work of 
advocating for people with disabilities.  

 

Outstanding Contribution of a Business 

Justin Selby, the Campus Accessibility Committee and the 
University of Guelph 
Justin Selby, the Campus Accessibility Committee and the University of Guelph, have identified 
and completed several accessibility related renovations during 2014 and the first part of 2015.  
The Campus Accessibility Committee, which consists of a group of individuals living with a 
disability, along with Justin, work to understand the barriers to access for students, visitors and 
employees and then advise the University about projects that should take place to remove these 
obstacles.  The University goes above and beyond current legislation to allocate funds to these 
accessibility projects.  

With an allocation of $125,000 some of the notable projects that have been competed thus far 
include creating an accessible viewing platform at Alumni Stadium, installing lever handles in 
place of door knobs in the MacKinnon building classrooms, and providing washroom upgrades 
in the MacDonald Institute addition.  In addition to these modifications, an elevator and 
accessible washroom were installed in the historic War Memorial Hall during 2013. 

Certificate 
In recognition of going above and beyond to identify and remove barriers for students, visitors 
and employees at your facilities. 

 



WELLBEING GRANTS 
ALLOCATION PANEL REPORT 

TO Public Services Committee 

SERVICE AREA Community Engagement and Social Services 

DATE Nay 4, 2015 

SUBJECT 2015 Wellbeing Grant Allocations 

REPORT NUMBER PS-15-20 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 
To advise Committee of 2015 Wellbeing Grant allocations 

KEY FINDINGS 
The City supports non-profit, non-governmental community groups through the 
Wellbeing Grant program. Applications from eligible organizations received 
within the designated period were adjudicated by the Grants Allocation Panel 
and allocations were made. Decision letters were mailed March 27, 2015 to all 
applicants. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
Funds for the grant program were approved in the 2015 operating budget. The 
total 2015 Community Grants budget is $279,400. 

ACTION REQUIRED 
To receive report for information 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the May 4, 2015 report entitled "2015 Wellbeing Grant Allocations" be received 
for information 

BACKGROUND 
The City works with and supports many local organizations in the community to 
improve the wellbeing of Guelph residents. These organizations deliver a range of 
services from organizing sports and recreational activities to staging arts and 
culture events to meeting basic human needs such as food and shelter. 

The Council approved Community Investment Strategy (CIS) provides the City with 
a strategy for providing funding and in-kind supports to local not-for-profit 
organizations. The Wellbeing Grant Program is one funding method of the CIS. 

PAGE 1 



WELLBEING GRANTS 
ALLOCATION PANEL REPORT 

The grant program is designed to direct City funding to not-for-profit, non
governmental community organizations which promote the wellbeing of Guelph 
residents. Eligible organizations can apply for small operating, project, or capital 
grant funding on an annual basis. Funds for the grant program are approved as 
part of the City of Guelph's annual budget process. Authority to make grant 
allocation decisions on behalf of City Council was delegated to a panel of 
community members with appropriate skills and knowledge. This Panel helps 
ensure that the grant program is supporting areas of importance to Guelph 
residents and increases community participation in municipal decision making. 

I 

The Panel's decisions are guided by a set of guidelines outlined in the Wellbeing 
Grants Policy and funding decisions are aligned to the community's wellbeing 
priorities, as defined by Guelph Wellbeing. The Wellbeing Grant Program has 21 
grant goals covering the eight domains of wellbeing outlined in the Canadian Index 
of Wellbeing. 

• Community Vitality 
• Democratic Engagement 
• Education 
• Environment 
• Healthy Populations 
• Leisure and Culture 
• Living Standards 
• Time-use 

Applicants must clearly show how they will contribute to at least two of these goals. 

REPORT 
Organizations were able to submit a 2015 Wellbeing Grant Application from August 
25 until 4pm on October 9, 2014. All eligible applications received by the deadline 
were adjudicated by the Wellbeing Grant Allocation Panel. 

Over the period of October 2014 to February 2015, the Grants Allocation Panel held 
9 meetings, totalling 27 hours for distribution of eligible applications, 
reviewing/discussing each application and determining grant allocations. Each 
application was reviewed by two Panel members and presented to the plenary Panel 
for discussion. Panel members reviewed their assigned applications outside the 
scheduled meetings. 

The total 2015 Community Grants budget is $279,400. A total of 63 grant 
applications was received with a total requested amount of $621,250 in funding. Of 
the 63 applications, 47 organizations were awarded funding. Of the funds allocated: 

• 35 organizations received a total of $228,900 for operating costs 
• 10 organizations received a total of $37,500 for project costs 
• 2 organizations received a total of $13,000 for capital costs 
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WELLBEING GRANTS 
ALLOCATION PANEL .REPORT 

By sector type, funds were allocated to: 

Number of Number of 
Grants by Funding Category Appl'ns Grants 

Rec'd Issued 

Arts & Culture 23 20 

Human & Social Services 24 18 

Recreation & Sport 4 2 

Other 12 7 

Totals 63 47 

Making a Differtn<• 

Total 

$115,400 

$117,000 

$8,000 

$39,000 

$279,400 

Organizations which self-identified using the "other" category for sector type 
included environmental, education, social entrepreneurship and inter-faith 
organizations. 

Funds awarded crossed all domains of wellbeing, as identified by the organization. 
The domains of "community vitality" and "leisure & culture", followed by 
"education" and "healthy populations" were most strongly supported. 

Wellbeing Domains 
for 2015 Grant Recipients 

30 .-----------------------------------------------

25 +-----------------------------------------------

20 

15 

10 

5 

0 

· On March 27, 2015, a letter was sent to each applicant communicating the Panel's 
decision. Consistent with the Council-approved policy, all decisions are final. 

The Panel debriefs at the end of each grants cycle. Panel members identified what 
worked well, challenges faced and shared suggestions for improvement. The 
review encompassed all aspects of the grant program and process such as the 
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WELLBEING GRANTS 
ALLOCATION PANEL REPORT 

clarity of the policy, adjustments to the application form questions and also the 
application review process followed by the Panel. This information was forwarded 
to staff for consideration to improve future years' grant processes. 

Year-end Reporting by 2014 Grant Recipients 
Beginning with 2014 grants, recipients were required to report at the end of the 
year on how the grant funding was spent and the impact made by the grant. 
Failure to submit the year-end report precluded an organization's eligibility for 
future grant funding until the City is satisfied that the report has been submitted in 
full. 

In 2014, 43 organizations were awarded a grant and 41 submitted a year-end 
report. For the events, services, programs and capital projects funded by the City's 
grant, in summary, the organizations reported that: 

• 317,421 people benefited/participated (note: one person may have 
benefited/participated from more than one organization) 

• 4,478 volunteers provided 103,547 volunteer hours 
• $933,709 in funding from other sources were leveraged by 30 organizations 

as the result of the City's grant 

Thirty-five (35) organizations recognized the City's contribution in some format 
(e.g. on marketing material or websites, at presentations, through the use of the 
City logo). 

CORPORATE STRATEGIC PLAN 
Organizational Excellence 
1.3 Build robust systems, structures and frameworks aligned to strategy 

Innovation in Local Government 
2.1 Build an adaptive environment, for government innovation to ensure fiscal 

and service sustainability 
2.3 Ensure accountability, transparency and engagement 

City Building 
3.1 Ensure a well designed, safe, inclusive, appealing and sustainable City 
3.3 Strengthen citizen and stakeholder engagement and communications 

DEPARTMENTAL CONSULTATION 
N/A 

COMMUNICATIONS 
With the assistance of Communications, a call for applications was placed in local 
newspapers and on the City's website. An e-mail blast was also sent to community 
groups who had participated in the CIS public forums or applied in past years. 

Applicants were notified of the Panel's decision in letters dated March 27, 2015. 
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WELLBEING GRANTS 
ALLOCATION PANEL REPORT 

Making a Diffffen<e 

Communications issued a media release announcing the recipients of a 2015 grant 
and provided issues management support. The list is posted on the City's website. 

ATTACHMENTS 
ATT-1 2015 Community Wellbeing Grant Allocations 

' ' 

Approved ~ , 
Alison Govier ' 
Chair 
Grants Allocation Panel 

t 
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ATTACHMENT-!: 2015 Wellbeing Grant Allocations 

2015 COMMUNITY WELLBEING GRANT ALLOCATIONS 

10 Carden Street 
Funding will be used to facilitate and market the development of services and 
additional space. Increased Community Animator hours will improve community 
collaboration through the organization of workshops and events, and the 
maintenance of a network of social innovation entrepreneurs. 

Action Read Community Literacy Centre of Guelph 
This grant will fund free Family Literacy Programs to aid in the development of early 
literacy skills in children. Parents and caregivers of preschool aged children will receive 
the support, strategies and expertise of well-trained staff, and information about and 
referrals to early childhood development services. 

Ahmadivva Muslim Jama 'at (World Religions Conference) 
Funding for this event will be used to offset facility rental fees, providing extensive 
opportunity to discuss and resolve issues of inter-cultural and inter-faith friction and 
build community vitality. 

Big Brothers Big Sisters of Guelph 
Funding will be used for program staffing, volunteer recruitment and support, as well 
as program supplies for the "In-School Mentoring Program" and the integration of 
"Bank Buddies" for the 2015 academic year. 

Canadian Mental Health Association Waterloo Wellington Dufferin 
This grant will support and promote the 2nd annual "I'm a survivor of my own mind" 
event and street march during mental health week, increasing community awareness 
and reducing the stigma associated with mental illness. 

Chalmers Community Services Centre {CCSC) of the United Church of Canada 
This grant will be used to purchase food including dairy and fresh produce for guests 
at their food pantries. Additional funds will be used to conduct community research 
and events, including the Guelph Food Summit, provide honoraria and administer 
grants. 

Dancetheatre David Earle 
Funding would provide for enhanced marketing and publications, outreach and 
subsidies. In addition, a part-time Community Programming Coordinator will be hired 
to strengthen connections and collaboration between groups using studio space 
thereby increasing awareness and participation in the activities offered. 

Ed Video Media Arts Centre 
This grant will assist with the provision of all activities, including workshops, an 
exhibition program for new media work, ongoing mentorship, and support for artists 
across our community. Funding will make it possible to staff the centre and provide 
24-hour edit suites. 

$7,500 

$11,000 

$1,000 

$8,000 

$3,500 

$8,500 

$4,000 

$13,000 
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ATIACHMENT-1: 2015 Wellbeing Grant Allocations 

eMerge Guelph 
eMERGE Guelph seeks to expand the scope of the Transition Streets program across 
Guelph, and funding will be used to increase the number of facilitators and to 
develop, assess and refine a Transition Streets Tool Kit. 

eyeGO to the Arts 
This grant will allow eyeGO to support partners (performance venues and performing 
arts organizations) by providing marketing exposure through website, social media 
sites, print materials and ideas on how to increase youth attendance. 

Family Counselling and Support Services (In partnership with J.O.E.) 
This grant will be used to hire and train job coaches, providing more individuals with 
developmental disabilities access to job training & assistance. Funding for promotional 
materials will increase awareness of this program. 

Festival of Moving Media 
The grant will enable the continued delivery of the festival to the residents of Guelph, 
and facilitate the growth of the festival through larger more accessible venues, and 

' 
increased staff time for outreach. 

Focus on Nature 
Funding will expand and enhance the youth nature photography program, and 
strengthen organizational capacity to deliver at least 80 full-day workshops in the 
Guelph area. Outreach, and continued recruiting, training and managing of local 
volunteers as program assistants and lead instructors will also be funded. 

Guelph & District Multicultural Festival 
In addition to operating costs, the festival will use the grant to develop different 
projects and cover the production of festival signage, promotional materials, and the 
provision of training and an information package for volunteers. 

Guelph Chamber Choir 
The grant will be used for operating costs associated with staging Mozart's Requiem. A 
unique and special event, this dance choreography has toured Canada and Europe to 
high acclaim. 

Guelph Community Health Centre 
Funds from this grant will allow for the continuance of the community based food 
security program. The Garden Fresh Box program provides customers with affordable 
and local fresh fruits and vegetables. Funding will support expansion of nutrition 
workshops which assist with creating healthful and delicious meals. 

Guelph Community Singers 
A graphic designer will be hired to enhance marketing and establish and integrate a 
brand into all promotional materials, thus increasing membership and sustainability. A 
display panel to accompany the organization at public appearances and promotional 
events will also be purchased. 

$5,000 

$1,200 

$5,000 

$5,000 

$4,000 

$9,500 

$2,500 

$8,000 

$2,000 
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ATTACHMENT-1: 2015 Wellbeing Grant Allocations 

Guelph Concert Band 
Funding will assist with the activities of the band, including paying the conductor, 
rental of rehearsal and concert space, reduced band fees, care of the band 
instruments, and the provision of reasonably priced concerts, free tickets through 
local agencies and a free summer series in the park. 

Guelph Contemporary Dance Festival 
Funding will help defray programming, promotion and administrative costs of the 
festival and assist with expenses from the Guelph Fab 5 promotion, One Dance 
Market, Youth Moves Performance, public workshops and a series of workshops in 
schools taught by festival artists. 

Guelph Horticultural Society 
Funding will be used to purchase plant materials for use in city flower beds and to pay 
speakers who provide information and education on horticulture and related topics. 
Guelph Horticultural Society encourages schools to nurture new gardeners and will 
offer financial assistance if required. 

Guelph Jazz Festival 
This grant will support all programs including additional Jazz at Market Square (JAMS) 
days, and an educational Colloquium that examines music within global cultural 
contexts. In 2015 access for the community will be strengthened by moving the 3-day 
Colloquium event to downtown Guelph. 

Guelph Little Theatre 
This grant will fund a series of workshops to engage and embrace the artistic 
community in Guelph. Operational costs will include advertising, administration, class 
materials and an honorarium or salary to enlist a well-known playwright to share their 
skills and knowledge with participants. 

Guelph Rugby Football Club 
These funds would be used for bursaries, field rentals and to purchase equipment 
necessary to instruct children in non-contact flag rugby. Funding would support the 
purchase of flag belts, rugby balls and tackle shields. 

Guelph Symphony Orchestra 
The production of educational and publicity materials, reduced tickets for students, 
and the operational costs associated with community programs, including the 
symphonic concert programs, youth and community outreach programs, and the 
GSOKids program will be assisted through this grant. 

Guelph Wellington Women in Crisis 
This grant will ensure the continuance, success and increased participation in 
International Women's Week, Take Back the Night, the December 6 Vigil and Sisters in 
Spirit, spreading awareness, and engaging the community in the issues of abuse and 
sexual violence. 

$2,500 

$13,000 

$800 

$15,000 

$2,500 

$3,000 

$10,500 

$4,000 
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ATIACHMENT-1: 2015 Wellbeing Grant Allocations 

Guelph Youth Singers 
Funding will be used for community outreach programs and bursaries. Program 
operating expenses including weekly rehearsals, training in vocal technique, theory & 
sight singing, weekend workshops with professionals, social/learning weekends, 
performance and exchange opportunities are also being funded. 

Hillside Community Festival of Guelph 
This grant will sustain and broaden initiatives including the festival and educational 
workshops in aboriginal culture, song writing, peacemaking, health & wellness, and 
environmental projects, including the Girls & Guitars, and Aboriginal Culture 
workshops. 

Hospice Wellington 
This grant will support two art therapy projects. These projects will allow for the 
further growth and development of art therapy-focused support to the grieving and 
bereaved members of the community. 

Immigrant Services of Guelph Wellington 
This operational grant will be used for venues, contracts, honoraria, fees to help in the 
development of programs that will enable immigrants to participate in the broader 
community, and programs designed to increase both inclusion and engagement of 
new immigrants. 

Junior Achievement of Guelph Wellington 
This grant will fund the development of vital skills and attitudes, and self-confidence 
of participating high school students by working together to start, operate and wind 
down a small business. 

Kazoo! Festival 
This grant will be used to reach a larger portion of Guelph residents through a series 
of outreach and marketing initiatives, furthering appreciation and enjoyment of the 
arts. 

Kinette Club of Guelph 
The grant will contribute to the operational costs of the Christmas lights bus tour 
event for seniors, and includes the purchase of food and beverages, poinsettias for 
the bus drivers, a monetary gift to St. John's Ambulance, and a donation to the Rotary 
Club. 

Kiwanis Music Festival of Guelph 
This operating grant will enable the festival to continue providing performance 
opportunities for aspiring musicians in and around the community, and to provide 
subsidies for entry fees. 

Lakeside HOPE House 
Funding will allow for the expansion of several educational programs including fresh 
produce education, the Circles Out of Poverty program and an additional Edu-Kitchen 
each month. Funding will invest in the expansion of the operational hours of a form
filling service. 

$2,500 

$13,000 

$7,500 

$7,500 

$3,000 

$5,000 

$550 

$3,000 

$7,500 

PAGE 9 



ATTACHMENT-1: 2015 Wellbeing Grant Allocations 

Michael House 
Funding will assist with the provision of a residential housing program for women and 
their children, as a next step for young families on their journey to living 
independently. Funding provides housing, access to medical care, food and the 
support and services need for successful transition. ' 

Ontario Farmland Trust on behalf of Guelph Wellington Food Round Table 
Three community events will be planned to raise awareness and build knowledge 
about community food issues, engage the community in food strategy development, 
and recruit volunteers for future activities. 

Out on the Shelf 
Funding will be used for the rental of a permanent shared-spaced location in the 
downtown area to house the organization's library and resources, increasing the 
organization visibility and cultivating diversity in the community. 

Rainbow Chorus The Waterloo Wellington Chorus of GLB & Friends 
Funding will be used for concert production materials, honorarium, and promotional 
materials, enhancing the reputation of the city as an open and supportive community. 

Silence: Guelph's Portal for Adventerous New Sound Events 
This operating grant will permit continued free and low cost programming and space 
to Guelph residents and visitors, providing an environment for creation, performance 
and dissemination of work in a safe, and accessible environment. 

Speed River Track and Field Club 
The grant will be used for the Youth Track and Field Experience, and Downtown 
Streetfest aspects of the Festival, giving young people the opportunity to learn from 
some of the world's top athletes and participate in a first class event. 

St. James the Apostle Anglican Church 
Funding will be used for project coordination, relationship building and the honoraria 
required to implement three Living on less Programs in identified neighbourhoods. 

St. John Ambulance Guelph Branch 
Funding will be put towards volunteer uniforms, the training of Advanced Medical 
First Responders, First Aid supplies and equipment, repairs and fuel for the mobile 
First Aid post, renting space for Therapy Dog evaluations, and for an evaluator. 

The Guelph Enabling Garden 
The grant will facilitate the building of an additional raised garden planter an<;! to 
develop more ground level garden beds as the current inventory of raised accessible 
planters and ground level beds is not meeting demands. 

Transition Guelph 
Expansion of the Appleseed Collective, Backyard Sharing, and the Guelph-Wellington 
Time Bank will be accomplished through the funding of marketing and web · 
development, administration, facility rentals, transportation, water, harvesting and 
gardening equipment and supplies, and volunteer training. 

2015 
Allocation 

$5,000 

$3,450 

$6,000 

$1,400 

$5,000 

$5,000 

$7,000 

$6,000 

$10,000 

$7,500 
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ATIACHMENT-1: 2015 Wellbeing Grant Allocations 

Volunteer Centre of Guelph/Wellington 
Funding will facilitate the launch of a community-wide initiative to encourage 
volunteerism and promote the benefits of volunteering, encouraging people to 
connect with each other as volunteers, and to become involved in civic life. 

Wellington Water Watchers 
In addition to operational expenses, volunteer training, printing and distribution of 
educational materials, funding will be used to retain staff to coordinate volunteers, 
increase events, engage and educate the public about water conservation. 

Wyndham House 
Funding supports the Long Term Transition and Life Skills Development Programs and 
includes the cost of salaries, groceries for the food and nutrition program, and 
community engagement surrounding youth homelessness. 

$5,000 

$7,500 

$11,000 
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Minutes of Guelph City Council  
Held in the Council Chambers, Guelph City Hall on 

Monday April 13, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. 

 
 

 
Attendance 
 

Council: Mayor Guthrie   Councillor J. Gordon 
Councillor P. Allt   Councillor M. MacKinnon 

Councillor B. Bell   Councillor L. Piper  
Councillor C. Billings  Councillor A. Van Hellemond 
Councillor C. Downer   Councillor K. Wettstein 

Councillor D. Gibson   

 

Absent: Councillor J. Hofland 
Councillor M. Salisbury 

 

Staff:   Mr. A. Horsman, Deputy CAO, Infrastructure, Development & Enterprise 
 Mr. T. Salter, General Manager, Planning Services 

Ms. S. Kirkwood, Manager of Development Planning 
Mr. M. Witmer, Development and Urban Design Planner 

 Ms. L. Sulatycki, Senior Development Planner 

 Ms. T. Agnello, Deputy City Clerk 
Ms. D. Black, Council Committee Coordinator 

 
Call to Order (7:00 p.m.) 
 

Mayor Guthrie called the meeting to order. 
 

Disclosure of Pecuniary Interest and General Nature Thereof 
 
There were no disclosures. 

 
Presentation 

 
Mr. David Godwalt, General Manager of Human Resources advised that a submission to 

the City’s “Dragon’s Den” initiative by Mohsin Talpur, Junior Development-
Environmental Engineer initiated the City’s involvement with Conestoga College’s 
International Internship Program and staff are pleased with the results to date. 

 
Ms. Tina Allishaw, Manager of Immigrant Pathways Program, Conestoga College 

presented the Mayor with the Outstanding Employer Award for the City’s involvement 
with the Conestoga College International Internship Program. 
 

Planning Public Meeting 
 

Mayor Guthrie announced that in accordance with The Planning Act, Council is now in a 
public meeting for the purpose of informing the public of various planning matters.  
The Mayor asked if there were any delegations in attendance with respect to the 

planning matters listed on the agenda. 
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209-211 Liverpool Street – Proposed Zoning By-law Amendment (File:  
ZC1504) – Ward 3 
 

Ms. Lyndsay Sulatycki, Development Planner advised the applicant is requesting to 
change the zoning from “Residential Single Detached” to a “Specialized Residential 

Semi-Detached/Duplex” to recognize the existing semi-detached dwelling and existing 
detached garage.  They are requesting a reduction in the front yard setback, 
landscaped open space, and accessory building or structure distance from the lot line.  

She noted the owner has also submitted a severance application to permit the semi-
detached dwellings to be sold as two individual units. 

 
Ms. Catherine Lough, the applicant, showed a picture of the renovations being 
undertaken and advised their intention is to sever the lot and sell the two units 

separately. 
 

1. Moved by Councillor Billings 
 Seconded by Councillor Bell 
 

That Report 15-27 regarding a proposed Zoning By-law Amendment application (File: 
ZC1504) by Mark Lough on behalf of The Chandler Holding Company Limited to 
recognize the existing semi-detached dwelling on the property municipally known as 

209 to 211 Liverpool Street, and legally described as Part of Lot 7, Registered Plan 29, 
Northwest Side of Liverpool Street, City of Guelph, from Infrastructure, Development 

and Enterprise dated April 13, 2015, be received. 
 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Allt, Bell, Billings, Downer, Gibson, 

Gordon, MacKinnon, Piper, Van Hellemond and Wettstein (11) 
VOTING AGAINST: (0)     

CARRIED 
 
171 Kortright Road West – Proposed Zoning By-law Amendment (File:  

ZC1413) - Ward 5 
 

Mr. Michael Witmer, Development and Urban Design Planner, advised the applicant 
wishes to rezone the property from Institutional to Specialized General Apartment 
Zone to permit the development of a six (6) storey, 81-unit apartment building.  He 

noted the applicant is requesting special regulation provisions to increase the Floor 
Space Index, decrease the Common Amenity Space, limit the building height at a 

maximum of six (6) storeys and add incorporate a maximum angular plane of 30 
degrees from any property line adjacent to the lands zoned Residential Zone 1 and 
Residential Zone 2.  He explained that the existing church building will need to be 

demolished.  The proposed building is L-shaped, with the longer wing parallel to 
Edinburgh Road South and the eastern and northern limits of the building are proposed 

to be terraced down to five (5) storeys.   
 
Council raised the following issues for staff to examine and address when they report 

back: 
• density numbers 

• explanation in regard to OPA48 
• storm water storage and management 
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• relationship of the Floor Space Index to amenity area size and parking 
requirements 

• transit demands 

• a formula for amenity area calculation, and 
• traffic issues. 

 
Mr. Hugh Handy, on behalf of the applicant explained the concept plan including the 
design of the building, common amenity areas, the landscaping, retaining wall, interior 

bicycle stalls, parking accommodations and vehicular access.  He advised that the 
proposed development aimed at a student market, will have collaboration rooms, a 

high definition media room, a yoga room and rooftop terraces.  He noted that the 
building being near the street is to minimize the impacts of the parking lot traffic, 
minimize shadowing and save as many trees as possible height limit and angular plane 

are to allow the building to be near the street and parking at the rear, to save trees 
and reduce shadowing of adjacent homes.  He advised that there will be no 

detrimental effects regarding shadowing He explained that the zoning regulations and 
site plan process will address the issues being raised. 
 

Mr. Handy advised that they anticipate a large number of their residents to use transit 
which affects their need for bike stalls and parking spots; the details regarding waste 

management will be addressed during the site plan approval process and they are 
examining a stacked townhouse concept and they will continue to meet with the 
neighbourhood to try to resolve issues. 

 
Mr. Graham Singh was not present. 

 
Mr. John Lawson, a United Church minister representing various churches within the 
City, advised they believe a loss of the Institutional zoning would be detrimental to the 

needs of the City and a valuable part of heritage would be lost if the church is 
demolished.  They would like to see the property used for another church.  He advised 

that the Institutional zoning on this property is one of only a few within the south end 
of the City and is critical to provide a complete neighbourhood.  He advised there is 
currently not a faith leadership group planning for institutional and faith-based needs 

but he will investigate the feasibility of instituting one. 
 

Ms. Michele Richardson, a member of the McElderry Community raised six physical and 
environmental concerns the neighbourhood would like addressed: 

1)  compatibility of the height of the proposed building 
2)  the level of compliance with the transition of built form to adjacent areas 

standards within the Official Plan 

3)  traffic issues for both vehicles and pedestrians at the access point on 
Edinburgh Road, in the elementary school area and the effects of the 

lighting, noise and volume of vehicular traffic from the parking lot 
4)  the grading, the large retaining wall and gradual sloping of the property 

creating the appearance of a bunker 

5)  effects on peace and privacy resulting from the proposed outdoor recreation 
areas of terraces and space beside the parking lot was also raised 

6)  the proposed destruction of the thirty year old trees.   
 
She raised the question whether multi-storey buildings were intended to be along 

Kortright Road and Edinburgh Road. 
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Mr. Greg Ross, a neighbourhood resident, raised the concern of destabilization of the 
area.  He advised that there are approximately 500 people in the neighbourhood and 

this site will add 324.  He believes it would alter the composition of the community, 
decrease the walkability of the area and increase the probability of long-term residents 

and families moving resulting in decreased enrollment at the elementary schools.  The 
church building is in excellent condition and should be repurposed to help meet the 
growth strategy of enhancing community programs for seniors in the south end rather 

than being demolished.  He noted that churches provide cheaper location costs for 
community groups which enhance the community’s wellbeing.  He raised the question 

of the City’s plan for providing community space in the south end. 
 
Ms. Lyanne Oliver, a neighbourhood resident advised they submitted a petition signed 

by 1199 people; hundreds of neighbourhood residents have attended public meetings, 
rallies and the Council meeting to voice their opposition.  They believe this 

development does not meet the goals of the Official Plan to maintain the quality of life; 
safety and stability of the community and to ensure that development or intensification 
in established areas of the city are sympathetic and compatible with the built form of 

existing land uses. 
 

Mr. Stephen Runge, a neighbourhood resident, noted this property is not within an 
intensification corridor so new development should complement existing architecture.  
He encouraged Council to give consideration to the effects this development and other 

current student-focused developments will have on transportation, the environment, 
emergency services and the quality of life of the citizens of Guelph.  He raised the 

concern that there is no official framework in place for off-campus student housing.  He 
stated there are limited institutional zones in the south end and if this proposal is 
refused, the Anglican diocese would be encouraged to reconsider the purpose of the 

property. 
 

Ms. Linda Davis, a neighbourhood resident, raised concerns regarding the planning 
process and stated there is a power imbalance between individuals and developers and 
institutions due to individuals having limited financial capacity and lack of knowledge of 

process.  She noted that approximately 40 per cent of off-campus housing is in their 
area and this development would adversely affect the demographics and balance of the 

neighbourhood.  She raised concerns regarding the student target marketing message 
of the property which includes distributing sunglasses, and beer cozies.  She 

encouraged Council to take a long term look at the off-campus housing needs and 
consider the aesthetic and historic value of the church, the full accessibility of the 
property and the environmental benefit of the property in its current state.   

 
Mr. Duane Westrik, a City resident, and member of the Reformed Church, advised they 

are looking for a new facility and placed a bid on the property.  He believes the 
building should not be demolished because several community groups need the 
institutional zoning and the property should be given cultural heritage consideration.  

He encouraged Council to consider the best use of the property and not just the 
monetary benefit. 

 
Mr. Michael Soligo an area resident and president of RDWI Inc, environmental 
consulting provided a presentation regarding potential impacts on traffic, noise, air 

quality, shadowing, and pedestrian wind comfort. 



April 13, 2015 Guelph City Council Meeting 

        Page 5 
 

 
Ms. Cyndy Forsyth, a neighbourhood resident raised concerns regarding inadequate 
parking; left-hand turn issues, lack of visibility of pedestrians and the additional 

pressure on transit at that location. 
 

Ms. Cynthia Bragg, a City resident that frequents the area addressed the aesthetics of 
the property and encouraged Council to remember the air quality and health benefits 
of the trees and green space.  She also noted that this property is not within an 

intensification corridor and if there is going to be intensification it should meet a need 
such as senior housing. 

 
Mr. Larry Conrad, a neighbourhood resident, raised the concern about the 
development creating destabilization and encouraged Council to keep the zoning 

institutional because an influx of short term residents could result in the inability to 
sustain the diversity of neighbourhood.  The neighbourhood has been dependent on 

the church for community activities and they could continue to meet if another church 
was on the site.  He also raised the issue of traffic impacts.  He does not believe the 
proposed density is in conformity with OPA48. 

  
Ms. Tanya Boards, a neighbourhood resident raised the issue of parking.  She believes 

there would be a demand on parking on Crowe Street since there is no parking on 
Edinburgh or Kortright and there is not enough parking proposed on the site to 
accommodate the possible 300 cars for the tenants and no spots left for visitors.  

 
Ms. Filippa Mirotta, a neighbourhood resident, advised that the church purchased the 

property as institutional and should sell it for the worth of an institutional property, not 
residential.   
 

Ms. Nancy McCart, a neighbourhood resident believes the large numbers of students in 
the area will have negative effects on the neighbourhood. 

 
Discussion ensued regarding the following: 

• limiting left-hand turns at the access of the property 

• the impact of institutional zoning in a neighbourhood and the impact of losing 
the zoning on this particular site  

• compatibility of the proposal with the residential and commercial sites across the 
street 

• the need to review the place of worship policy and student housing policy of 
other municipalities to help determine a course of action 

• the need to analyze by-law enforcement statistics at other student housing 

properties 
• a need to see a map of available community space and institution zoned 

properties 
• the impact of the new Harts subdivision on future needs 
• the role of institutions and the impact of their tax free status 

• the cost to the City either qualitatively or quantitatively if this institutional zone 
is gone 

• lighting issues 
• elevation drawings needed 
• the City’s role in achieving a compromise 
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Staff advised they will continue to meet with the developer and residents and an 
alternate proposal has been brought forward that will be reviewed. 
 

2. Moved by Councillor Allt 
Seconded by Councillor Bell 

 
That Report 15-26 regarding a proposed Zoning By-law Amendment application (File: 
ZC1413) submitted by GSP Group Inc. on behalf of HIP Developments Inc. to permit 

the development of a six (6) storey, 81-unit apartment building on the property 
municipally known as 171 Kortright Road West, and legally described as Part Lot 3, 

Concession 7, Part Lot 1 61R-2475 Geographic Township of Puslinch, City of Guelph, 
from Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise dated April 13, 2015, be received. 
 

VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Allt, Bell, Billings, Downer, Gibson, 
Gordon, MacKinnon, Piper, Van Hellemond and Wettstein (11) 

VOTING AGAINST: (0)     
CARRIED 

 

The meeting recessed at 9:53 p.m. and reconvened at 10:05 p.m. 
 

60 Woodlawn – Proposed Zoning By-law Amendment (File:  ZC1502) – Ward 4 
 
Ms. Sylvia Kirkwood, General Manager of Development Planning advised the applicant 

is requesting to amend the “High Density Residential” zone to add a land use 
designation to allow a medical clinic use and a post-secondary school use in addition to 

the existing permitted uses.  Staff are proposing modifications to the proposal to 
include “medical office” to permit two medical physicians and associated support 
professionals with a maximum gross floor area of 140m2 to be located outside of the 

Long Term Care Facility and “living classroom”  that integrates theoretical and practical 
education and training for health care workers in the gerontological field limited to a 

maximum gross floor area of 406m2 to be located in the existing basement area of the 
Long Term Care facility with an external access at the rear.   She advised there is no 
parking rate currently within the Zoning by-law so staff is proposing the parking rate 

as 1 space for 2 teachers which is the equivalent of commercial schools.  Staff will 
require a site plan that details all existing structures and existing parking and 

opportunities to increase parking and a traffic impact report.  They noted some traffic 
calming measures will be addressed in the site plan approval process.  She advised 

staff intend to bring forward the Zoning by-law and Official Plan Amendment for this 
file to the next available Council meeting for approval. 
 

Council raised issues regarding the following: 
• notification of the retirement home residents regarding the medical office 

location 
• traffic calming issues and limitations due to the easement owned by abutting 

property 

• inability to control the curriculum of the “living classroom” 
• parking requirements  

• the need for ease of movement for residents between the Long Term Care 
facility and the Retirement Home divisions 

• the tax ratio for the medical office 

• the implementation of another access road 
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• the Medical Officer of Health’s position 
 

Mr. Jamie Schlegel, CEO of Schlegel Villages advised they believe the medical practice 

will result in faster access and better medical care for the residents and more 
integrated services with daily care.  He explained the living classroom involves 

practical nurses and personal service workers learning hands-on.  He stated they 
believed they were complying with all City regulations when they began operations and 
provided a history of approvals given for various aspects of the development.  He 

noted that they have an agreement for unrestricted access for the roadway.   
 

Mr. Schlegel provided the rationale for the continuance of the living classroom and 
advised they are not making a profit from this endeavor.  He acknowledged the gravel 
parking was provided to accommodate the increased parking needs and will investigate 

underground parking for future growth needs. 
 

Mr. Glenn Wellings, on behalf of the applicant stated that although the City does not 
have jurisdiction over operational issues they wish to work with the City to resolve 
concerns. He noted the uses proposed would have no negative impact on adjacent 

properties and does not believe there is an issue of conflict or compatibility on the site.  
He advised they have an unrestricted easement agreement for access to the back of 

the property and they examined the feasibility of a west side access but it would not 
work.  He believes the proposed uses support integrated care, are compatible with the 
Provincial Policy Statement and the Provincial Seniors Strategy. 

Mr. Stewart Elkins, on behalf of the applicant provided details of the traffic studies 
conducted and driveway use.  He noted that their studies showed 80% utilization rate 

of the parking spaces and the speed of vehicles was 29 kph.  He recommended some 
traffic calming measures and they will be addressed during the site plan approval 
process. 

 
Mr. George Heckman was not present. 

 
Mr. Paul Taylor was not present. 
 

Mr. Joe Lee, a physician and board member of a facility in Waterloo advised they use a 
similar concept and it is well received and has been successful in training over 100 

physicians.  He sees direct benefits with embedding a living classroom and medical 
offices within this type of facility and supports the proposed amendments.  He advised 

that approximately two-thirds of those trained in Waterloo stay within the vicinity so 
the program benefits the whole area. 
 

Mr. Lloyd Thompson, a resident within a similar facility in Burlington advised he has 
been able to retain more independence and he appreciates the services made available 

to him on-site and recommends Council approve the proposal. 
 
Mr. Timothy Hutton, a graduate of the program at Riverside Glen explained the 

benefits he received from the training.  He believes the proposal should be approved 
because it will benefit seniors within the community because it teaches students 

aspects of care that cannot be learned in a textbook.   
 
Ms. Kim Jackson, a relative of a resident, and a regional director of nurses, supports 

the application because the living classroom provides an opportunity to train the 
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students to be more caring and professional individuals.  She stated the benefits of 
having medical care on site has made it possible for many couples to remain close in 
separate areas of the complex that would not be possible otherwise. 

 
Mr. Trevor Thomas, a relative of a resident on the site supports the application and is 

confident in the care for the residents’ wellbeing.  He believes the living classroom is 
an innovative teaching tool and engages students and provides a well-rounded 
opportunity for all involved. 

 
Ms. Ruth Auber, a registered nurse and the Director of Nursing supports the rezoning 

and stated that experiential and hands-on training is the best way for people to learn 
and the living classroom provides a unique opportunity to develop positive work habits 
and attitudes.  She believes the residents want top quality care and the on-site 

medical office and living classroom provide that now and for future years because the 
program attracts quality students. 

 
Ms. Marlene Raasok, Executive Dean for the School of Health Sciences and Community 
Services at Conestoga College and Ms. Amy Stiles, Professor teaching in the living 

classroom support the application.  They advised there are not enough personal 
service workers and the living classrooms are attractive to students.  They believe they 

provide better prepared individuals for the workforce upon graduation.  They also 
noted that all regulations of health care workers must be met, police checks are done 
every three months and meetings held with staff monthly to ensure any concerns are 

addressed. 
 

Ms. Karen McLarney and Ms. Susanne Schmidt-McQuillan, graduates of the Riverside 
Glen program believe the living classroom is a positive addition to Riverside Glen.  
They advised they benefitted from the opportunity to interact with the residents and 

the residents enjoyed the socializing also.  They believe the mentoring they received 
enabled them to be more prepared for their jobs and hope the program can continue 

and do the same for others. 
 
Ms. Josie d’Avernas did not speak. 

 
Ms. Josie Bertelink, representing the residents of the adjacent property advised that 

the driveway is now overburdened and is in an unsafe condition.  She also raised 
concerns regarding the speed limit being exceeded and the difficulty the traffic volume 

is creating for walking residents.  She believes the traffic study is inadequate and does 
not agree with the parking conclusions.  She noted the peace of the adjacent property 
owners is being eroded and a new access route to Riverside Glen needs to be created. 

 
Mr. Dick Bertelink, resident of the adjacent property concurred with his wife’s 

statements and encouraged Council to give serious consideration to the safety of the 
seniors. 
 

Ms. Catherine Nelson, relative of a resident of Riverside Glen provided information 
regarding the negative impact of the medical clinic and living classroom on the 

premises.  She advised that she has encountered parking issues, accessibility issues 
for her relatives to get between the Long Term Care Facility and Retirement Home 
Facility, disruption of her family member visits in lounge areas and increased health 

risks they face during flu outbreaks.  She believes that allowing the medical office to 
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bring in people from outside of the premises increases health risks to the residents, 
safety risks due to increase of traffic flow and that it provides no benefit to the current 
residents. 

 
Ms. Siobhan Bulmer, relative of residents and representative of the Long Term Care 

Residents, raised concerns about the City’s inability to limit the uses because they are 
not in the zoning requirements and there is no requirement to provide services to the 
residents.  She questioned why the concept plan was not communicated to the 

Retirement Home residents and inquired why a medical office could be at a site where 
there are numerous vulnerable individuals who could be exposed to public illnesses.  

She reiterated the issues raised regarding the parking, traffic volume and traffic speed.  
She urged Council to refuse the application to protect the health and safety of the 
residents. 

 
Mr. Wayne Matthews, family member of a resident, stated that a medical clinic was 

approved a few years ago with no restrictions and it was closed by the family council in 
2013.  He referred to correspondence from the Medical Officer of Health regarding her 
position at that time and stated he received an email the date of the Council meeting 

from her in which she addresses the need for renovations, a separate entrance and 
separate HVAC system for a medical office.  He stated that her position has not 

changed on the issue. 
 
Mr. Harold Postma, a resident on the adjacent property, suggested moving access to 

the southwest corner of the Riverside Glen property to reduce the noise and traffic 
impact on the adjacent property.  He believes the driveway is not designed for 

commercial use and the upgrade and maintenance is expensive and should be paid for 
by Schlegel Villages Inc. because their use has greatly contributed to the condition.  He 
suggested a site plan be submitted and negotiations take place for the costs of repair 

and maintenance of the driveway or the City purchase it and make it a City street. 
 

Mr. John Wilkie, treasurer of the resident group for the adjacent property, advised that 
the floodplain restricts moving or expanding the driveway.  He noted their residents 
enjoy walking the wetlands and it is becoming unsafe for them to be walking along the 

driveway due to the increased traffic resulting from the medical office and living 
classroom.  He advised there is an easement that allows the right for access but there 

is not an obligation for Riverside Glen to use that access but they do have an obligation 
to maintain the roadway since they are using it. 

 
Council discussion ensued regarding the following issues: 

• how the health issues will be addressed 

• why a commercial office needs to be located on this property when there is 
plenty of available space throughout the City 

• communication with the Medical Officer of Health needing to take place 
• how the easement will be handled 
• the management of communication to the residents at Riverside Glen 

• the compatibility of the medical office and living classroom within the facility 
• the long-term vision of the concept. 
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3. Moved by Councillor Piper 
Seconded by Councillor Gordon 
 

That the meeting time be extended to allow the Council meeting to continue until 
11:59 p.m. 

CARRIED 
 
4. Moved by Councillor Bell 

Seconded by Councillor Piper 
 

That the procedural by-law be suspended to allow the Council meeting to extend 
beyond 12:00 a.m. 

CARRIED 

 
5. Moved by Councillor Bell 

 Seconded by Councillor Wettstein 
 

1. That Report 15-28 regarding Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendment 
applications by Wellings Planning Consultants Inc., on behalf of Schlegel 
Villages Inc., to permit a “medical clinic” and “post-secondary school” in 

addition to the uses currently permitted for the property municipally known 
as 60 Woodlawn Road East, and legally described as Part of Lots 1 and 2, 
Concession 2, Division D, City of Guelph, from Infrastructure, Development 

and Enterprise dated April 13, 2015, be received.  
 

2. That a modified Official Plan Amendment to amend the High Density 
Residential land use designation to add a site specific policy to permit a 
“medical office” for two (2) medical physicians and associated support 

professionals with a maximum gross floor area of 140m2 not to be located in 
the Long Term Care Facility and a “living classroom” with a maximum gross 

floor area of 406 m2, in addition to the uses already permitted for this site, 
be approved.  
 

3. That an application, for approval of a Zoning By-law Amendment from R.4B-
3 (Specialized High Density Residential) Zone to R.4B-xx to permit a 

“medical office” use, with additional regulations proposed to limit the size of 
the medical office to a maximum gross floor area of 140m2 and for two (2) 

medical physicians and associated support professionals not to be located 
within a Long Term Care Facility, and a “living classroom” with a maximum 
gross floor area of 406 m2, in addition to the uses already permitted for this 

site, for lands municipally known as 60 Woodlawn Road East, and legally 
described as Part of Lot 1 and Lot 2, Concession 2, Division D, City of 

Guelph, be approved in accordance with the zoning regulations and 
conditions outlined in Attachment 1 attached hereto,  be approved. 
 

4. That in accordance with Section 34 (17) of the Planning Act, City Council has 
determined that no further public notice is required related to the  

modifications to the proposed Zoning By-law Amendment affecting 60 
Woodlawn Road East.   

 

It was requested that the Clauses be voted on separately. 
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It was requested that Clauses 2 and 3 of the motion be further divided to separate the 
“medical office” and “living classroom” uses. 

 
6. Moved by Councillor Bell 

 Seconded by Councillor Wettstein 
 
That Report 15-28 regarding Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendment applications 

by Wellings Planning Consultants Inc., on behalf of Schlegel Villages Inc., to permit a 
“medical clinic” and “post-secondary school” in addition to the uses currently permitted 

for the property municipally known as 60 Woodlawn Road East, and legally described 
as Part of Lots 1 and 2, Concession 2, Division D, City of Guelph, from Infrastructure, 
Development and Enterprise dated April 13, 2015, be received.  

 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Allt, Bell, Billings, Downer, Gibson, 

MacKinnon, Piper, Van Hellemond and Wettstein (10) 
VOTING AGAINST: Councillor Gordon (1)     

CARRIED 

 
7. Moved by Councillor Bell 

 Seconded by Councillor Wettstein 
 
That a modified Official Plan Amendment to amend the High Density Residential land 

use designation to add a site specific policy to permit a “medical office” for two (2) 
medical physicians and associated support professionals with a maximum gross floor 

area of 140m2 not to be located in the Long Term Care Facility be approved. 
 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Bell, Gibson, MacKinnon, Van 

Hellemond and Wettstein (6) 
VOTING AGAINST: Councillors Allt, Billings, Downer, Gordon and Piper (5)   

CARRIED 
 

8. Moved by Councillor Bell 

 Seconded by Councillor Wettstein 
 

That a “living classroom” with a maximum gross floor area of 406 m2, in addition to 
the uses already permitted for this site, be approved.  

 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Bell, Downer, Gibson, MacKinnon, Van 
Hellemond and Wettstein (7) 

VOTING AGAINST: Councillors Allt, Billings, Gordon and Piper (4) 
CARRIED 

 
9. Moved by Councillor Bell 
 Seconded by Councillor Wettstein 

 
That an application, for approval of a Zoning By-law Amendment from R.4B-3 

(Specialized High Density Residential) Zone to R.4B-xx to permit a “medical office” 
use, with additional regulations proposed to limit the size of the medical office to a 
maximum gross floor area of 140m2 and for two (2) medical physicians and associated 

support professionals not to be located within a Long Term Care Facility, for lands 
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municipally known as 60 Woodlawn Road East, and legally described as Part of Lot 1 
and Lot 2, Concession 2, Division D, City of Guelph, be approved in accordance with 
the zoning regulations and conditions outlined in Attachment 1 attached hereto, be 

approved. 
 

VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Bell, Gibson, MacKinnon, Van 
Hellemond and Wettstein (6) 
VOTING AGAINST: Councillors Allt, Billings, Downer, Gordon and Piper (5)  

CARRIED 
 

10. Moved by Councillor Bell 
 Seconded by Councillor Wettstein 
 

That a “living classroom” with a maximum gross floor area of 406 m2, in addition to 
the uses already permitted for this site, for lands municipally known as 60 Woodlawn 

Road East, and legally described as Part of Lot 1 and Lot 2, Concession 2, Division D, 
City of Guelph, be approved in accordance with the zoning regulations and conditions 
outlined in Attachment 1 attached hereto, be approved. 

 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Bell, Downer, Gibson, MacKinnon, Van 

Hellemond and Wettstein (7) 
VOTING AGAINST: Councillors Allt, Billings, Gordon and Piper (4) 

CARRIED 

 
11. Moved by Councillor Bell 

 Seconded by Councillor Wettstein 
 
That in accordance with Section 34 (17) of the Planning Act, City Council has 

determined that no further public notice is required related to the  modifications to the 
proposed Zoning By-law Amendment affecting 60 Woodlawn Road East. 

 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Bell, Gibson, MacKinnon, Piper, Van 
Hellemond and Wettstein (7) 

VOTING AGAINST: Councillors Allt, Billings, Downer and Gordon (4) 
CARRIED 

 
Notice of Motion 

 
Councillor Bell gave notice that he will be bringing forward a motion to a subsequent 
meeting of Council relating to a footbridge near Crane Park. 

 
By-laws 

 
12. Moved by Councillor Piper 
 Seconded by Councillor Wettstein 

 
That By-laws Numbered (2015)-19884 to (2015)-19886, inclusive, are hereby passed. 

 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Allt, Bell, Billings, Downer, Gibson, 
Gordon, MacKinnon, Piper, Van Hellemond and Wettstein (11) 

 



April 13, 2015 Guelph City Council Meeting 

        Page 13 
 

VOTING AGAINST: (0)     
CARRIED 

 

Adjournment  (1:05 a.m.) 
 

13. Moved by Councillor MacKinnon 
Seconded by Councillor Gibson 

 

That the meeting be adjourned. 
CARRIED 

 
Minutes to be confirmed on May 25, 2015. 

 

 
 

 
 
 

__________________________ 
Mayor Guthrie 

 
 
 

 
__________________________ 

Tina Agnello, Deputy City Clerk 
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Recommended Official Plan and Zoning Bylaw Amendments  
including associated Conditions and Regulations  

 
The property affected by the Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment 
applications is municipally known as 60 Woodlawn Road East and legally described as 

Part of Lots 1 and 2, Concession 2, Division D, City of Guelph.  
 

OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT 
 
The following policy is to be added to Section 7.2.30 of the Official Plan where a 

number of site specific amendments have been made permitting certain types of non-
residential uses in residential areas. 

 
Non-Residential Uses in Residential Areas 
 

7.2.30 
 

In addition to the provisions of policy 7.2.26 a medical office with two (2) or fewer 
physicians and associated support professionals in a maximum gross floor area of 140 
m2 to be located outside of the long term care facility in conjunction with the uses 

permitted on the subject property and a living classroom with a maximum gross floor 
area of 406 m2 to be located in the existing basement area of the Long Term Care 

Facility for in-situ learning that integrates theoretical and practical education and 
training for health care workers in the gerontological field, shall be permitted on 
property known municipally as 60 Woodlawn Road East. 

 

ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT 

The following two new permitted uses are proposed to be added to the Specialized 
R.4B-3 (Specialized High Density Apartment) Zone: 

• Medical Office  
• Living Classroom 

The following Regulations are proposed to be added to the Specialized R.4B-3 
(Specialized High Density Apartment) Zone: 

 
The following definitions shall apply in the R.4B-3 Zone: 
  

Medical Office: "Medical Office" shall mean a Place in which two or fewer medical 
health physicians, licensed by the Province of Ontario, provide consultative, diagnostic 
and treatment services for humans and may include ancillary support professionals.  

Ancillary support professionals may include but are not limited to: nurse practitioners; 
registered nurses; chiropodists; administrative support; and the like.   

Living Classroom: a “Living Classroom” means a Place that provides an in-situ 

learning platform that integrates theoretical and practical education and training for 

health care workers in the gerontological field.  
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Specific Regulations are to include: 

• The Living Classroom shall be limited to 406 square metres and be permitted 

within the existing long term care facility (or Seniors’ Nursing Home which is a 

defined use); 

• Parking for the Living Classroom shall be at a ratio of 1 space per 2 staff 

members plus 1 per 28 m2 classroom floor space; 

• The location of the Living Classroom shall be limited to the existing basement 

area of the long term care facility with a separate dedicated external entrance; 

• The Medical Office shall have a maximum gross floor area of 140m2; 

• Parking for the Medical Office shall be 14 spaces, that being 7 per medical 

practitioner; and 

• The Medical Office use must be located outside of the existing long term care 

facility (or Seniors’ Nursing Home which is a defined use)as regulated by the 

Long Term Care Homes Act, 2007, as amended from time to time or any 

successor thereof. 

 

PROPOSED CONDITIONS 

The following conditions are provided as information to Council and will be imposed 

through an agreement with the City registered on title for the subject site: 
 

1. The Owner shall submit to the City, in accordance with Section 41 of the 

Planning Act, a fully detailed site plan, indicating the location of existing 

buildings, landscaping, parking, circulation, access, lighting, tree preservation, 

grading and drainage and servicing on the said lands to the satisfaction of the 

General Manager of Planning, Urban Design and Building Services and the 

General Manager/City Engineer, prior to the issuance of a building permit, and 

furthermore the Owner agrees to develop the said lands in accordance with the 

approved plan. 
   

2. The Applicant shall consider traffic calming measures as identified in the Traffic 

Impact and Parking Assessment dated January 22, 2014 from Paradigm 

Transportation Solutions Limited as part of the Site Plan Application as 

identified under condition No. 1. 
3. That prior to site plan approval, the Owner shall enter into a Site Plan Control 

Agreement with the City, registered on title, satisfactory to the City Solicitor, 

the General Manager of Planning, Urban Design and Building Services and the 

General Manager/City Engineer, covering the conditions noted above. 
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Minutes of Guelph City Council  

Held in Meeting Room C, Guelph City Hall on 
Monday, April 20, 2015 at 6:00 p.m. 

 

 
 

Attendance 
 
Council: Mayor Guthrie (arrived 6:05) Councillor Hofland 

Councillor P. Allt   Councillor M. MacKinnon 
Councillor B. Bell   Councillor L. Piper 

Councillor C. Billings  Councillor M. Salisbury 
Councillor C. Downer  Councillor A. Van Hellemond 
Councillor D. Gibson  Councillor K. Wettstein 

Councillor J. Gordon 
 

 
Staff:   Ms. A. Pappert, Chief Administrative Officer 

Mr. M. Amorosi, Deputy CAO, Corporate Services 

Mr. D. Thomson, Deputy CAO, Public Services 
Mr. A. Horsman, Deputy CAO, Infrastructure, Development & Enterprise 

Ms. B. Swartzentruber, Executive Director, Intergovernmental Relations, Policy 
and Open Government 
Ms. J. Smith, Research Policy Analyst 

Mr. S. O’Brien, City Clerk 
 

 
Call to Order (6:00 p.m.) 
 

Councillor Downer, Acting Mayor, called the meeting to order. 
 

Disclosure of Pecuniary Interest and General Nature Thereof 
 

There were no disclosures. 
 
Council Shared Agenda Workshop 

 
Ms. Ann Pappert, CAO, presented a summary of the work completed at the previous Council 

Shared Agenda Workshops and outlined the process for moving the Shared Agenda through 
standing committees for discussion and public input. 
 

Recommendation 
 

1. Moved by Councillor Hofland 
Seconded by Councillor Salisbury 

 

1. That Council approve in principle the Draft Council Shared Agenda.  
 
2. That Council direct Management to work with Standing Committee Chairs 

to prioritize shared agenda items relevant to each Service Area, including 
advising on related and supporting workplan items. 
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3. That Standing Committees refer their prioritized workplans to Governance 

Committee for review, consolidation and recommendation of the final 
Shared Agenda to Council. 

 
Amendment 

 

2. Moved by Councillor Downer 

 Seconded by Councillor Billings 

 
That Council direct Management to work with Standing Committees to 

prioritize shared agenda items relevant to each service area, including 
advising on related and supporting workplans. 

 

VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Allt, Bell, Billings, Downer, Gibson, 
Gordon, Hofland, MacKinnon, Piper, Salisbury, Van Hellemond and Wettstein (13) 

VOTING AGAINST: Councillors (0) 
CARRIED 

 
Main Motion as Amended 
 

3. Moved by Councillor Hofland 
 Seconded by Councillor Salisbury  

 
1. That Council approve in principle the Draft Council Shared Agenda.  
 

2. That Council direct Management to work with Standing Committees to 
prioritize shared agenda items relevant to each Service Area, including 

advising on related and supporting workplan items. 
 
3. That Standing Committees refer their prioritized workplans to Governance 

Committee for review, consolidation and recommendation of the final 
Shared Agenda to Council. 

 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Allt, Bell, Billings, Downer, Gibson, 
Gordon, Hofland, MacKinnon, Piper, Salisbury, Van Hellemond and Wettstein (13) 

VOTING AGAINST: Councillors (0) 
 

CARRIED 
 

Adjournment (7:50 p.m.) 

 
 Moved by Councillor Billings 

Seconded by Councillor Gibson 
 

That the meeting be adjourned. 

CARRIED 
 

Minutes to be confirmed on May 25, 2015. 
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__________________________ 
Mayor Guthrie 

 
 
 

__________________________ 
Stephen O’Brien, City Clerk 
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Minutes of Guelph City Council  
Held in Meeting Room C, Guelph City Hall on 

Monday, April 22, 2015 at 6:00 p.m. 
 

 
 

Attendance 
 

Council: Mayor Guthrie   Councillor Hofland 
Councillor P. Allt (left at 7:45) Councillor M. MacKinnon (left at 8:18) 
Councillor B. Bell   Councillor L. Piper 

Councillor C. Billings  Councillor M. Salisbury 
Councillor C. Downer  Councillor A. Van Hellemond 

Councillor K. Wettstein   Councillor J. Gordon 
 

Regrets: Councillor D. Gibson 

 
Staff:   Ms. A. Pappert, Chief Administrative Officer 

Mr. M. Amorosi, Deputy CAO, Corporate Services 
Mr. D. Thomson, Deputy CAO, Public Services 
Mr. A. Horsman, Deputy CAO, Infrastructure, Development & Enterprise 

Ms. T. Sprigg, General Manager, Communications and Customer Service 
Mr. R. Kerr, General Manager, Intergovernmental 

Ms. D. Jaques, General Manager, Legal and Realty Services 
Mr. S. O’Brien, City Clerk 

 
 
Call to Order (6:00 p.m.) 

 
Mayor Guthrie called the meeting to order. 

 
Disclosure of Pecuniary Interest and General Nature Thereof 
 

There were no disclosures. 
 

Information Flow Protocol 
 
Mr. Stephen O’Brien, City Clerk, presented an overview of the Information Flow 

Protocol and outlined the expectations the Protocol places on Council members and 
staff. 

 
Ms. Tara Sprigg, General Manager, Communications and Customer Service, 
summarized the City of Guelph’s approach to issues management. 

 
Recommendation 

 
1. Moved by Councillor Bell 

Seconded by Councillor Hofland 
 

1. That the presentation on the Information Flow Protocol be received for 
information. 
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Amendment 

 

2. Moved by Councillor Mackinnon 

 Seconded by Councillor Bell 

 
2. That issues relating to Council interactions as described in 

the Information Flow Protocol be referred to the Governance 
Committee. 

 

VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Salisbury, Mackinnon, Van 
Hellemond and Bell (5) 

VOTING AGAINST: Councillors Allt, Billings, Downer, Gordon, Hofland, Piper, and 
Wettstein (7) 

DEFEATED 

Main Motion 
 

3. Moved by Councillor Bell 
Seconded by Councillor Hofland 

 

That the presentation on the Information Flow Protocol be received for 
information. 

 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Allt, Bell, Billings, Downer, 
Gordon, Hofland, MacKinnon, Piper, Salisbury, Van Hellemond and Wettstein 

(12) 
VOTING AGAINST: Councillors (0) 

   CARRIED 
 
Ms. Donna Jaques, City Solicitor/General Manager, Legal and Realty Services and Mr. 

Rob Kerr provided information on the history of Guelph Municipal Holdings 
Incorporated as well as its mandate, role and organizational structure. 

 
Recommendation 
 

4. Moved by Councillor Bell 
 Seconded by Councillor Downer 

 
 That the presentation on Guelph Municipal Holdings Inc. be received for 

information. 

 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Allt, Bell, Billings, Downer, 

Gordon, Hofland, MacKinnon, Piper, Salisbury, Van Hellemond and Wettstein 
(12) 
VOTING AGAINST: Councillors (0) 

CARRIED 
Authority to Resolve into a Closed Meeting 

  



April 22, 2015 Guelph City Council Meeting 

        Page 3 
 

5. Moved by Councillor Piper 
 Seconded by Councillor Hofland 
 

That Council now hold a meeting that is closed to the public with respect to 
Municipal Act, 2001, S. 239 (2) (a) – the security of the property of the 

municipality or local board. 
 

VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Allt, Bell, Billings, Downer, 

Gordon, Hofland, MacKinnon, Piper, Salisbury, Van Hellemond and Wettstein 
(12) 

VOTING AGAINST: Councillors (0) 
CARRIED 

Rise and Report 

 
6. Moved by Councillor Billings 

 Seconded by Councillor Piper 
 
 That Council rise from closed and report in open session. 

  CARRIED 
Adjournment (8:40 p.m.) 

 
7. Moved by Councillor Billings 

Seconded by Councillor Gordon 

 
That the meeting be adjourned. 

CARRIED 
 
Minutes to be confirmed on May 25, 2015. 

 
 

 
 
 
 

__________________________ 
Mayor Guthrie 

 
 
 

__________________________ 
Stephen O’Brien, City Clerk 
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Minutes of Guelph City Council  
Held in the Council Chambers, Guelph City Hall on 

April 27, 2015 at 5:30 p.m. 
 

 
 

Attendance 
 
Council: Mayor Guthrie    

Councillor P. Allt   Councillor Hofland 
Councillor B. Bell   Councillor MacKinnon  
Councillor C. Billings  Councillor Piper 
Councillor C. Downer  Councillor Salisbury 
Councillor D. Gibson  Councillor Van Hellemond   
Councillor Gordon   Councillor Wettstein 

 
Staff:  Ms. A. Pappert, CAO 
  Mr. M. Amorosi, Deputy CAO of Corporate Services 

Mr. A. Horsman, Deputy CAO of Infrastructure, Development & Enterprise 
Mr. D. Thomson, Deputy CAO of Public Services 
Mr. S. O’Brien, City Clerk 
Ms. J. Sweeney, Council Committee Coordinator 

 
 
Call to Order (5:30 p.m.) 

 
Mayor Guthrie called the meeting to order. 

 
Authority to Resolve into a Closed Meeting of Council 
 

Moved by Councillor Van Hellemond 
Seconded by Councillor Allt 
 
That the Council of the City of Guelph now hold a meeting that is closed to the 
public, pursuant to Section 239 (2) (b), (e) and (f)  of the Municipal Act with 
respect to personal matters about identifiable individuals; litigation or potential 
litigation; and advice that is subject to solicitor-client privilege. 

CARRIED 
 

Closed Meeting  (5:31 p.m.) 
 
Disclosure of Pecuniary Interest and General Nature Thereof 
 
There were no disclosures. 
 
The following matters were considered: 
 
C.2015.13 Report of the Infrastructure, Development & Enterprise Committee 

– Citizen Appointments   
 
C.2015.14 Report of the Public Services Committee – Citizen Appointments 
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C-2015.15 Guelph Storm License Agreement 
 

C-2105.16 Litigation or Potential Litigation Update  
 
Rise and recess from Closed Meeting (7:00 p.m.) 

 
Council recessed. 

 
Open Meeting (7:00 p.m.) 
 
Mayor Guthrie called the meeting to order. 

 
Disclosure of Pecuniary Interest and General Nature Thereof 
 
There were no disclosures. 
 
Presentations 
 
a) Ms. Colleen Clack, General Manager of Culture, Tourism and Community 

Investments, advised 2015 is the 100th anniversary of Lieutenant Colonel John 
McCrae writing the poem “In Flanders Fields”.  She introduced The Honourable 
William C. Winegard who will read the poem. 

 
Dr. William Winegard recited the poem “In Flanders Fields”. 

 
b) Dr. Rob Taylor, CEO of the Institute of Public Administration of Canada presented 

the City of Guelph with a National Leadership Award. 
 
c) The Mayor presented Courtney Ivany with the Duke of Edinburgh Bronze Level 

Award. 
 
 
Confirmation of Minutes 

 
1. Moved by Councillor Piper 

Seconded by Councillor Wettstein 
 

1. That the minutes of the Council Meetings held March 9, 11, 23 and 25, 2015 
and the minutes of the Closed Meeting of Council held March 25, 2015 be 
confirmed as recorded and without being read. 

 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Allt, Bell, Billings, Downer, Gibson, 
Gordon, Hofland, MacKinnon, Piper, Salisbury, Van Hellemond and Wettstein (13) 
VOTING AGAINST: (0)     

CARRIED 
 
Consent Reports 
 
Audit Committee Second Consent Report  
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The following item was extracted: 
 
AUD-2015.8 Internal Audit Work Plan 

 
Closed Meeting of Council First Consent Report  
 
Councillor Bell and Downer presented the Closed Meeting of Council First Consent 
Report. 
 
2. Moved by Councillor Bell 
 Seconded by Councillor Salisbury 
 
CM-2015.13 Citizen Appointments to the Economic Development Advisory 

Committee, Environmental Advisory Committee, Heritage 
Guelph and River Systems Advisory Committee 

 
Economic Development Advisory Committee 
1. That Greg Sayer be appointed to the Economic Development Advisory 

Committee for a term ending November 30, 2016 or until such time as 
successors are appointed. 

 
Environmental Advisory Committee 
2. That Matt Wilson and Lynette Renzetti be appointed to the Environmental 

Advisory Committee for a term ending November 30, 2016 or until such time 
as successors are appointed. 

 
Heritage Guelph 
3. That Lyn Allingham be appointed to Heritage Guelph for a term ending 

November 30, 2016 or until such time as successors are appointed. 
 

River Systems Advisory Committee 
4. That Beth Anne Fischer and April Weppler be appointed to the River Systems 

Advisory Committee for a term ending November 30, 2016 or until such time 
as a successor is appointed. 

 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Allt, Bell, Billings, Downer, Gibson, 
Gordon, Hofland, MacKinnon, Piper, Salisbury, Van Hellemond and Wettstein (13) 

VOTING AGAINST: (0)     
CARRIED 

 
 
3. Moved by Councillor Downer 
 Seconded by Councillor Wettstein 
 
CM-2015.14 Citizen Appointments to Guelph Sports Hall of Fame Board of 

Directors, Guelph Museums Advisory Committee and 
Wellbeing Grant Allocation Panel 

 
Guelph Sports Hall of Fame Board of Directors 
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1. That Larry Townsend and Michael MacIntyre be appointed to the Guelph 
Sports Hall of Fame Board of Directors for a term ending November 30, 2018 
or until such time as successors are appointed. 

 
Guelph Museums Advisory Committee 
2. That Paul Baker and Robert Hohenadel be appointed to the Guelph Museums 

Advisory Committee for a term ending November 30, 2016 or until such a 
time as successors are appointed. 

 
Wellbeing Grant Allocation Panel 
3. That Paula Russell, Greg Sayer, Ruth vanLoon and Kovarthanan 

Konesavarathan be appointed to the Wellbeing Grant Allocation Panel for a 
term ending November 30, 2015 or until such time as successors are 
appointed. 

 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Allt, Bell, Billings, Downer, Gibson, 
Gordon, Hofland, MacKinnon, Piper, Salisbury, Van Hellemond and Wettstein (13) 
VOTING AGAINST: (0)     

CARRIED 
 
Corporate Services Committee Second Consent Report 
 
The following item was extracted: 
 
CS-2015.12 2015 Property Tax Policy  
 
 
Infrastructure, Development & Enterprise Committee Third Consent Report 
 
Councillor Bell presented the Infrastructure, Development & Enterprise Committee 
Third Consent Report. 
 
4. Moved by Councillor Bell 
 Seconded by Councillor Salisbury 
 

 That the April 27, 2015 Infrastructure, Development & Enterprise Committee 
Third Consent Report as identified below, be adopted: 

 
IDE-2015.6 Community CarShare Co-operative Parking at City-Owned 
Facilities 
 

WHEREAS non-commercial carshare services are part of a suite of options that 
support the City of Guelph in meeting its transportation demand management 
(TDM) policy objectives to support sustainable transportation alternatives, 
 
AND WHEREAS the use of off-street municipal parking space, where appropriate 
and available, may be reserved for carshare services for the purposes of 
supporting TDM; 

 
1. The Deputy CAO of Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise Services is 

authorized to enter into and execute a Parking Agreement between The 



April 27, 2015 Guelph City Council Meeting 

        Page 5 
 

People’s Car Co-operative Inc. o/a Community CarShare and the City, in a 
form substantially as described in the report dated April 8, 2015, with the 
final form and content to the satisfaction of the City Solicitor. 

 
2. The Deputy CAO of Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise Services is 

authorized to approve and execute amendments to the Parking Agreement, 
provided that such amendments are to the satisfaction of the City Solicitor, 
to add or change parking locations, upon requests by carshare services, to 
reserve a non-revenue generating parking space at a city-owned facility, and 
to make other amendments to the agreement provided it is in accordance 
with the general terms therein. 

 
IDE-2015.8  Sign By-law Variance – 435 Stone Road West 
 

1. That the report from Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise dated April 
8, 2015 regarding a sign by-law variance for 435 Stone Road West, be 
received.  

 
2. That the request for a variance from the Sign By-law for 435 Stone Road 

West to permit one (1) sign with an area of 5.7m2 to be located on the 
second storey of a building face fronting a public road allowance, be 
approved with a condition that restricts illumination to be within the hours of 
operation of Stone Road Mall. 

 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Allt, Bell, Billings, Downer, Gibson, 

Gordon, Hofland, MacKinnon, Piper, Salisbury, Van Hellemond and Wettstein (13) 
VOTING AGAINST: (0)     

CARRIED 
 
 
Public Services Committee Second Consent Report 
 
Councillor Downer presented the Public Services Committee Second Consent Report. 
 
5. Moved by Councillor Downer 
 Seconded by Councillor Billings 
 

That the April 27, 2015 Public Services Committee Second Consent Report as 
identified below, be adopted: 

 
PS-2015.9 Cenotaph Policy   
 

1. That the Public Services Report # PS-15-16 “Cenotaph Policy” dated April 7, 
2015, be received. 

 
2. That staff be given approval to correct any errors or omissions on the Guelph 

Cenotaph as well as add any new names in the future, subject to the criteria 
set out in this report. 

 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Allt, Bell, Billings, Downer, Gibson, 

Gordon, Hofland, MacKinnon, Piper, Salisbury, Van Hellemond and Wettstein (13) 
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VOTING AGAINST: (0)     
CARRIED 

 

Council Consent Agenda 
 

6. Moved by Councillor Billings 
 Seconded by Councillor Hofland 
 

That the April 27, 2015 Consent Agenda as identified below, be adopted: 
 
CON-2015.16 Annual Asphalt Contract 2-1501 
 

1. That the tender of Capital Paving Inc., Guelph be accepted and that the 
Mayor and Clerk be authorized to sign the agreement for Contract 2-1501 
for the Annual Asphalt Contract for a total tendered price of $2,058,032.50 
with actual payment to be made in accordance with the terms of the 
contract.  

 

CON-2015.17 Proposed Demolition of 1211, 1221 and 1231 Gordon Street, 
Ward 6 
 

1. That Report 15-39 regarding the proposed demolition of three (3) single 
detached dwellings at 1211, 1221 and 1231 Gordon Street, legally described 
as Concession 7 Part Lot; Registered Plan 61R522 Part 1 and Parts 2 to 5; 
City of Guelph, from Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise dated April 
27, 2015, be received. 

 
2. That the proposed demolition of three (3) detached dwellings at 1211, 1221 

and 1231 Gordon Street be approved. 
 
3. That the applicant be required to implement all tree 

preservation/compensation measures in accordance with the approved 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and as further specified through 
Conditions of Site Plan Approval and/or the approved tree permit issued 
under the City’s Private Tree Protection By-law. 

 
4. That the applicant be required to implement mitigation measures identified 

in the EIR and in compliance with the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act 
regarding the removal/relocation of bats from the three (3) detached 
dwellings prior to demolition. 

 
5. That a Tree Permit under the Private Tree Protection By-law be obtained 

from the City prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any of the 
dwellings. 

 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Allt, Bell, Billings, Downer, Gibson, 
Gordon, Hofland, MacKinnon, Piper, Salisbury, Van Hellemond and Wettstein (13) 

VOTING AGAINST: (0)     
CARRIED 
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Extracted Items 
 
AUD-2015.8 Internal Audit 2015 Work Plan 
 
7. Moved by Councillor Wettstein 
 Seconded by Councillor MacKinnon 
 

1. That the recommendations in report “CAO-A-1504, Internal Audit – 2015 
Work Plan”, be approved. 

 
2. That staff explore the feasibility of amending the 2015 Internal Audit Work 

Plan to include the Corporate Energy Program audit and report back to the 
Audit Committee on the ability to carry out this audit. 

 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Allt, Bell, Billings, Downer, Gibson, 

Gordon, Hofland, MacKinnon, Piper, Salisbury, Van Hellemond and Wettstein (13) 
VOTING AGAINST: (0)     

CARRIED 
 
 
CS-2105.12 2015 Property Tax Policy 
 
Mr. Mark Amorosi, Deputy CAO Corporate Services, introduced Janice Sheehy, General 
Manager Finance/Treasurer. 
 
Mr. James Krauter, Manager of Taxation and Revenue, provided clarification with 
respect to the taxation breakdown. 
 
It was requested that the clauses be voted on separately. 
 
8. Moved by Councillor Hofland 
 Seconded by Councillor Allt 
 

That the following tax policies be incorporated into the tax ratio, tax rate, and 
capping by-laws and submitted to Council on April 27, 2015: 

 
a) That the multi-residential ratio be reduced from 2.0819 to 2.0399. 
 

VOTING IN FAVOUR: Councillors Allt, Bell, Downer, Gordon, Hofland, MacKinnon, Piper 
and Salisbury (8) 

VOTING AGAINST: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Billings, Gibson, Van Hellemond and 
Wettstein (5)     

CARRIED 
 

9. Moved by Councillor Hofland 
 Seconded by Councillor Allt 
 

That the following tax policies be incorporated into the tax ratio, tax rate, and 
capping by-laws and submitted to Council on April 27, 2015: 
 

b) That the industrial tax ratio be reduced from 2.4174 to 2.3111. 
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VOTING IN FAVOUR: Councillors Allt, Bell, Downer, Gordon, Hofland, MacKinnon, Piper 
and Salisbury (8) 

VOTING AGAINST: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Billings, Gibson, Van Hellemond and 
Wettstein (5)     

CARRIED 
 
10. Moved by Councillor Hofland 
 Seconded by Councillor Allt 
 

That the following tax policies be incorporated into the tax ratio, tax rate, and 
capping by-laws and submitted to Council on April 27, 2015: 

 
c) That all other class ratios and vacancy discounts remain the same as 2014; 
d) That the capping parameters used for 2014 be adopted for 2105; and 
e) That all other tax policies, including optional property classes, graduated tax 

rates, relief to charities, low income and disabled persons, as detailed in 
Schedule 1, remain the same as 2014. 

 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Allt, Bell, Billings, Downer, Gibson, 

Gordon, Hofland, MacKinnon, Piper, Salisbury, Van Hellemond and Wettstein (13) 
VOTING AGAINST: (0)     

CARRIED 
 
11. Moved by Councillor Hofland 
 Seconded by Councillor Allt 
 

That the 2015 City of Guelph Property Tax Policies as set out in Schedule 1 be 
approved. 

 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Councillors Allt, Bell, Downer, Gordon, Hofland, MacKinnon, Piper, 
Salisbury and Wettstein (9) 
VOTING AGAINST: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Billings, Gibson and Van Hellemond (4) 

CARRIED 
 
Special Resolutions 
 
Councillor Bell’s motion for which notice was given April 13, 2015. 
 
Mr. Jack Weiner, spoke in support of the construction of a small footbridge that would 
connect Crane Park to Ptarmigan Trail.  He advised that a professional engineer has 
volunteered his services to design the structure and volunteers would build the 
footbridge.  He further advised of donations received that would cover the cost.  He 
requested that the City support this initiative by forwarding documents to the Grand 
River Conservation Authority for approval, City officials visit the site to ensure 
construction codes are met and grant permission for construction to proceed by the 
end of July. 
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Main Motion 
 
12. Moved by Councillor Bell 
 Seconded by Councillor Salisbury 
 

1. THAT the matter of the gift of a little foot bridge to connect Crane Park to 
Ptarmigan Trail be referred to the Public Services Committee. 

  
2. THAT the Public Services Committee report back to Council in July with a 

decision whether the community can proceed in August with the construction 
of the bridge. 

  
Amendment 
 
13. Moved by Councillor Downer 
 Seconded by Councillor Piper 
 

That the Public Services Committee report back to Council in July on process, 
timelines and project status. 

 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Allt, Downer, Gordon, Hofland, 
MacKinnon, Piper, Van Hellemond and Wettstein (9) 
VOTING AGAINST: Councillors Bell, Billings, Gibson and Salisbury, (4)   
  

CARRIED 
 
Main Motion as Amended 
 
14. Moved by Councillor Bell 
 Seconded by Councillor Salisbury 
 

1. THAT the matter of the gift of a little foot bridge to connect Crane Park to 
Ptarmigan Trail be referred to the Public Services Committee. 

 
2. That the Public Services Committee report back to Council in July on 

process, timelines and project status. 
 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Allt, Bell, Billings, Downer, Gibson, 
Gordon, Hofland, MacKinnon, Piper, Salisbury, Van Hellemond and Wettstein (13) 
VOTING AGAINST: (0)     

CARRIED 
 
By-laws 
 
15. Moved by Councillor Salisbury 
 Seconded by Councillor Wettstein 
 

That By-laws Numbered (2015)-19887 to (2015)-19898, inclusive, are hereby 
passed. 
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It was requested that By-laws Numbered (2015)-19896 and (2015)-19897 be voted on 
separately. 
 
Mr. Todd Salter, General Manager Planning, Urban Design & Building Services, advised 
that the decision of Council of April 13, 2015 is reflected in the by-laws. 
 
Mr. Darrell Mast, Associate Solicitor, advised there are ramifications to the City if the 
by-laws are not approved. 
 
16. Moved by Councillor Bell 
 Seconded by Councilor Downer 
 

That the Council of the City of Guelph now hold a meeting that is closed to the 
public, pursuant to Section 239 (2) (f) of the Municipal Act with respect to 
receiving advice that is subject to solicitor-client privilege. 

CARRIED 
 
Council recessed into closed Session at 8:53 p.m. 
 
Council resumed in public session at 9:08 p.m. 
 
17. Moved by Councillor Salisbury 
 Seconded by Councillor Wettstein 
 

That By-law Number (2105)-19896, is hereby passed.  
 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Allt, Bell, Billings, Downer, Gibson, 
Hofland, MacKinnon, Piper, Salisbury, Van Hellemond and Wettstein (12) 

VOTING AGAINST: Councillor Gordon (1)     
CARRIED 

 
18. Moved by Councillor Salisbury 
 Seconded by Councillor Wettstein 
 

That By-law Number (2105)-19897, is hereby passed.  
 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Allt, Bell, Billings, Downer, Gibson, 

Hofland, MacKinnon, Piper, Salisbury, Van Hellemond and Wettstein (12) 
VOTING AGAINST: Councillor Gordon (1)     

CARRIED 
 
19. Moved by Councillor Salisbury 
 Seconded by Councillor Wettstein 
 

That By-law Number (2105)-19898, is hereby passed.  
 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Allt, Bell, Billings, Downer, Gibson, 

Gordon, Hofland, MacKinnon, Piper, Salisbury, Van Hellemond and Wettstein (13) 
VOTING AGAINST:  (0)     

CARRIED 
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20. Moved by Councillor Salisbury 
 Seconded by Councillor Allt 
 

That By-law Numbers (2015)-19887 to (2015)-19895, inclusive, are hereby 
passed. 

 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Allt, Bell, Billings, Downer, Gibson, 
Gordon, Hofland, MacKinnon, Piper, Salisbury, Van Hellemond and Wettstein (13) 

VOTING AGAINST:  (0)     
CARRIED 

 
Mayor’s Announcements 
 
Councillor Gibson apologized to Councillors Allt and Hofland for a tweet, which he does 
not endorse. 
 
Mayor Guthrie congratulated Councillor Salisbury on obtaining his Masters in Planning. 
 
Adjournment (9:17 p.m.) 

 
21. Moved by Councillor Downer 

Seconded by Councillor Piper 
 

That the meeting be adjourned. 
CARRIED 

 
Minutes to be confirmed on May 25, 2015. 

 
 

 
 
 

__________________________ 
Mayor Guthrie 

 
 
 

__________________________ 
Stephen O’Brien - City Clerk 
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Minutes of Guelph City Council  
Held in the Council Chambers, Guelph City Hall on 

Monday May 11, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. 

 
 

Attendance 
 
Council: Mayor Guthrie   Councillor J. Gordon 

Councillor P. Allt   Councillor J. Hofland 
Councillor B. Bell   Councillor M. MacKinnon 

Councillor C. Billings  Councillor L. Piper  
Councillor C. Downer  Councillor M. Salisbury 
Councillor D. Gibson  Councillor A. Van Hellemond 

       Councillor K. Wettstein 
 

Staff:   Mr. T. Salter, General Manager, Planning Services 
 Ms. L. Sulatycki, Senior Development Planner 
 Ms. T. Agnello, Deputy City Clerk 

Ms. D. Black, Council Committee Coordinator 
 

Call to Order (7:00 p.m.) 
 
Mayor Guthrie called the meeting to order. 

 
Disclosure of Pecuniary Interest and General Nature Thereof 

 
There were no disclosures. 
 

Consent Agenda 
 

1. Moved by Councillor Billings 
 Seconded by Councillor Piper 
 

That the May 11, 2015 Consent Agenda as identified below, be adopted: 
 

CON-2015.18 Request For Frozen Water Infrastructure Disaster 
Declaration Under The Ontario Disaster Relief Assistance 

Program (ODRAP) 
 
Whereas the City of Guelph, having experienced severe winter conditions including 

extreme cold temperature through the months of February to March 2015, has 
suffered substantial damage to municipal infrastructure including water distribution 

infrastructure and related roadways; 
 
And whereas the municipality continues to experience the negative impacts of these 

extreme winter conditions, including frozen water services and split and broken 
watermains; 

 
And whereas the costs of response, mitigation, and recovery from these extreme 
conditions leading to the restoration of water service has stressed the City’s financial 

resources with significant unbudgeted expenditures; 
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1. That the Council of the City of Guelph hereby requests the Minister of Municipal 

Affairs and Housing to declare the City of Guelph a “disaster area” for the 

purposes of the public component of the Ontario Disaster Relief Assistance 
Program (ODRAP)” and grant assistance under the program. 

 
2. That a copy of this resolution be sent to Kathleen Wynne, Premier; Ted 

McMeekin, Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing; Frank Valeriote, MP for 

Guelph and Liz Sandals, MPP for Guelph. 
 

CON-2015.19 265 Edinburgh Road North Proposed Zoning By-Law 
Amendment (File: ZC1411) - Ward 3 

 

1. That the application by Black, Shoemaker, Robinson and Donaldson Limited on 
behalf of the Wellington Catholic District School Board for approval of a Zoning 

By-law Amendment to change the zoning from “Specialized Institutional” (I.1-7), 
“Institutional” (I.1) and “Specialized Service Commercial” (SC.1-29) to the 
standard “Service Commercial” (SC.1) Zone to permit the development of 

service commercial uses on the property municipally known as 265 Edinburgh 
Road North, legally described as Part of Lots 4, 5, 6 and 7, Range ‘4’, Division 

‘A’, City of Guelph, be approved in accordance with the zoning regulations and 
conditions outlined in Attachment 1 hereto. 

 

CON-2015.20 40 Margaret Street: Notice Of Intention to Designate 
Pursuant to Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act 

 
1. That the Council Planning Report 15-38, dated May 11, 2015 regarding the 

notice of intention to designate 40 Margaret Street pursuant to Part IV of the 

Ontario Heritage Act be received.  
 

2. That the City Clerk be authorized to publish and serve notice of intention to 
designate 40 Margaret Street pursuant to the Ontario Heritage Act and as 
recommended by Heritage Guelph.  

 
3. That the designation by-law be brought before City Council for approval if no 

objections are received within the thirty (30) day objection period. 
 

CON-2015.21 Proposed Demolition of 1274 and 1288 Gordon Street – 
Ward 6 

 

1. That Report 15-42 regarding the proposed demolition of two (2) single detached 
dwellings at 1274 and 1288 Gordon Street, legally described as Concession 8 

Part Lot 6, RP 61R9757; Concession 8 Part Lot 6; City of Guelph, from 
Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise dated May 11, 2015, be received. 

 

2. That the proposed demolition of two (2) detached dwellings at 1274 and 1288 
Gordon Street be approved. 
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3. That the applicant prepare and submit a Tree Preservation Plan in accordance 
with the Private Tree Protection By-law to the satisfaction of the General 
Manager of Planning, Urban Design and Building Services prior to undertaking 

activities which may injure or destroy regulated trees. 
 

4. That the applicant be requested to erect protective fencing at one (1) metre 
from the dripline of any existing trees to be retained on the property or on 
adjacent properties which may be impacted by demolition and construction 

activities. 
 

5. That the applicant contact the City’s Environmental Planner to inspect the tree 
protection fence prior to demolition and/or site alteration commencing. 

 

6. That if demolition is to occur during breeding bird season (approximately May 1 
to July 31), a nest search be undertaken by a wildlife biologist prior to 

demolition so as to protect the breeding birds in accordance with the Migratory 
Birds Convention Act (MBCA) prior to any works occurring. 

 

7. That the applicant be requested to contact the General Manager of Solid Waste 
Resources, within Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise regarding options 

for the salvage or recycling of all demolition materials. 
 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Allt, Bell, Billings, Downer, Gibson, 

Gordon, Hofland, MacKinnon, Piper, Salisbury, Van Hellemond and Wettstein (13) 
VOTING AGAINST: (0)     

CARRIED 
 
By-laws 

 
12. Moved by Councillor Van Hellemond 

 Seconded by Councillor Hofland 
 
That By-laws Numbered (2015)-19899 to (2015)-19903, inclusive, are hereby passed. 

 
VOTING IN FAVOUR: Mayor Guthrie, Councillors Allt, Bell, Billings, Downer, Gibson, 

Gordon, Hofland, MacKinnon, Piper, Salisbury, Van Hellemond and Wettstein (13) 
VOTING AGAINST: (0)     

CARRIED 
 
Mayor’s Announcements 

 
The Mayor invited everyone to attend the State of the City Address and Town Hall 

Meeting on Wednesday, May 13, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. to be held in the Council 
Chambers. 
 

Councillor Downer announced a Ward 5 Town Hall Meeting will be held on May 28, 
2015 at 7:00 p.m. at St. Michael Catholic School, 9 McElderry Road. 
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Notice of Motion 
 
Councillor Salisbury gave notice that he will be bringing forward a motion to a 

subsequent meeting of Council relating to the development of a bike park and skills 
facility. 

 
Adjournment  (7:05 p.m.) 

 

13. Moved by Councillor MacKinnon 
Seconded by Councillor Bell 

 
That the meeting be adjourned. 

CARRIED 

 
 

Minutes to be confirmed on May 25, 2015. 
 
 

 
 

 
 

__________________________ 

Mayor Guthrie 
 

 
 
 

__________________________ 
Tina Agnello, Deputy City Clerk 
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Recommended Official Plan and Zoning Bylaw Amendments  
including associated Conditions and Regulations  

 
The property affected by the Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment 
applications is municipally known as 60 Woodlawn Road East and legally described as 

Part of Lots 1 and 2, Concession 2, Division D, City of Guelph.  
 

OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT 
 
The following policy is to be added to Section 7.2.30 of the Official Plan where a 

number of site specific amendments have been made permitting certain types of non-
residential uses in residential areas. 

 
Non-Residential Uses in Residential Areas 
 

7.2.30 
 

In addition to the provisions of policy 7.2.26 a medical office with two (2) or fewer 
physicians and associated support professionals in a maximum gross floor area of 140 
m2 to be located outside of the long term care facility in conjunction with the uses 

permitted on the subject property and a living classroom with a maximum gross floor 
area of 406 m2 to be located in the existing basement area of the Long Term Care 

Facility for in-situ learning that integrates theoretical and practical education and 
training for health care workers in the gerontological field, shall be permitted on 
property known municipally as 60 Woodlawn Road East. 

 

ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENT 

The following two new permitted uses are proposed to be added to the Specialized 
R.4B-3 (Specialized High Density Apartment) Zone: 

• Medical Office  
• Living Classroom 

The following Regulations are proposed to be added to the Specialized R.4B-3 
(Specialized High Density Apartment) Zone: 

 
The following definitions shall apply in the R.4B-3 Zone: 
  

Medical Office: "Medical Office" shall mean a Place in which two or fewer medical 
health physicians, licensed by the Province of Ontario, provide consultative, diagnostic 
and treatment services for humans and may include ancillary support professionals.  

Ancillary support professionals may include but are not limited to: nurse practitioners; 
registered nurses; chiropodists; administrative support; and the like.   

Living Classroom: a “Living Classroom” means a Place that provides an in-situ 

learning platform that integrates theoretical and practical education and training for 

health care workers in the gerontological field.  
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Specific Regulations are to include: 

• The Living Classroom shall be limited to 406 square metres and be permitted 

within the existing long term care facility (or Seniors’ Nursing Home which is a 

defined use); 

• Parking for the Living Classroom shall be at a ratio of 1 space per 2 staff 

members plus 1 per 28 m2 classroom floor space; 

• The location of the Living Classroom shall be limited to the existing basement 

area of the long term care facility with a separate dedicated external entrance; 

• The Medical Office shall have a maximum gross floor area of 140m2; 

• Parking for the Medical Office shall be 14 spaces, that being 7 per medical 

practitioner; and 

• The Medical Office use must be located outside of the existing long term care 

facility (or Seniors’ Nursing Home which is a defined use)as regulated by the 

Long Term Care Homes Act, 2007, as amended from time to time or any 

successor thereof. 

 

PROPOSED CONDITIONS 

The following conditions are provided as information to Council and will be imposed 

through an agreement with the City registered on title for the subject site: 
 

1. The Owner shall submit to the City, in accordance with Section 41 of the 

Planning Act, a fully detailed site plan, indicating the location of existing 

buildings, landscaping, parking, circulation, access, lighting, tree preservation, 

grading and drainage and servicing on the said lands to the satisfaction of the 

General Manager of Planning, Urban Design and Building Services and the 

General Manager/City Engineer, prior to the issuance of a building permit, and 

furthermore the Owner agrees to develop the said lands in accordance with the 

approved plan. 
   

2. The Applicant shall consider traffic calming measures as identified in the Traffic 

Impact and Parking Assessment dated January 22, 2014 from Paradigm 

Transportation Solutions Limited as part of the Site Plan Application as 

identified under condition No. 1. 
3. That prior to site plan approval, the Owner shall enter into a Site Plan Control 

Agreement with the City, registered on title, satisfactory to the City Solicitor, 

the General Manager of Planning, Urban Design and Building Services and the 

General Manager/City Engineer, covering the conditions noted above. 



 
CONSENT REPORT OF  

CLOSED MEETING OF COUNCIL 

 

 
         May 25, 2015 

 
His Worship the Mayor and 
Councillors of the City of Guelph. 

 
 Your Council as Committee of the Whole beg leave to present their SECOND 

CONSENT REPORT as recommended at its meeting of May 25, 2015. 
 

If Council wishes to address a specific report in isolation please identify 

the item.  The item will be extracted and dealt with immediately.  The 
balance of the Consent Report of the Council in Closed Meeting will be 

approved in one resolution. 
 

CM-2015.3  2015 Citizen Appointments to Tourism Advisory Committee 

 

That ________, _________, _________, __________, ________, ________, 
_________, __________ and __________ be appointed to the Tourism Advisory 
Committee for a term ending November 30, 2016 or until such time as successors 

are appointed. 
 

 

 

     All of which is respectfully submitted. 



CONSENT REPORT OF THE  

CORPORATE SERVICES COMMITTEE 
 
 
         May 25, 2015 

 
 

His Worship the Mayor and 
Councillors of the City of Guelph. 
 

 Your Corporate Services Committee beg leave to present their THIRD 
CONSENT REPORT as recommended at its meeting of May 4, 2015. 

 
If Council wishes to address a specific report in isolation please 

identify the item.  The item will be extracted and dealt with 

immediately.  The balance of the Consent Report of the Corporate 

Services Committee will be approved in one resolution. 

 
 

C-2015.19 Budget Impacts per Ontario Regulation 284/09 & 2015 

Budget PSAB Reconciliation 

 
That Council approve compliance report CS-2015-32, Budget Impacts per 
Ontario Regulation 284/09 and 2015 Budget PSAB Reconciliation included in 

Table 1 and Attachment 2 respectively. 
 

 

C-2015.21 Special Motion – Councillor Findlay 2014 

 
 

That report CS-2015-27 dated May 4, 2015 and entitled “Special Motion – 
Councillor Findlay 2014”, be received and that no further action be taken. 

 

 
 

     All of which is respectfully submitted. 
 

 
 
 

      Councillor June Hofland, Chair 
Corporate Services Committee 

 
 
 

 
Please bring the material that was distributed with the Agenda for the May 

4, 2015 Corporate Services Committee meeting.  
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TO   Corporate Services Committee 
 
SERVICE AREA Corporate Services, Finance 
 
DATE   May 4, 2015 
 
SUBJECT Budget Impacts per Ontario Regulation 284/09 and 2015     

Budget PSAB Reconciliation 
 
REPORT NUMBER  CS-2015-32 

 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 
• To provide Council with the budget impact of amortization, post-

employment benefit costs and landfill post-closure costs in accordance 
with Ontario Regulation 284/09.  

• To further provide a reconciliation of the 2015 City of Guelph Tax 
Supported and Non-Tax Supported budgets to a full-accrual presentation 
required by the Public Sector Accounting Board (PSAB) for the annual 
financial statements.  

 

KEY FINDINGS 
Ontario Regulation 284/09 
The impact of excluding amortization, post-employment benefits and solid waste 
landfill post-closure expenses from the City of Guelph’s budget resulted in a 
surplus of $46,605,444 (Table 1). 
 
Public Sector Accounting Board (PSAB) 
While Ontario Regulation 284/09 requires that the report to Council should 
include budget information for the items detailed above, there is also a 
requirement to report an approved budget on the same basis as the annual 
financial statements.  These statements are prepared in accordance with PSAB 
standards.  For this reason, additional amendments related to debt, reserves 
and reserve fund transfers and other capital related revenues and expenses are 
reported to present the 2015 Budget in accordance with PSAB (Attachment 2).   
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
There are no direct financial implications associated with this report.  However, 
the information contained in this report will be reflected in the 2015 annual 
audited financial statements. 
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ACTION REQUIRED 
That Council approve compliance report CS-2015-32 Budget Impacts per Ontario 
Regulation 284/09 and 2015 Budget PSAB Reconciliation included in Table 1 and 
Attachment 2 respectively.  
  

 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council approve compliance report CS-2015-32 Budget Impacts per Ontario 
Regulation 284/09 and 2015 Budget PSAB Reconciliation included in Table 1 and 
Attachment 2 respectively.  

 

BACKGROUND 
 
Ontario Regulation 284/09  
 
Provincial requirements as contained in Ontario Regulation 284/09 allow 
municipalities to exclude the following expenses from their municipal budgets: 
 

• Amortization expense on tangible capital assets 
• Post-employment benefit expenses 
• Solid waste landfill post-closure expenses 

 
However, municipalities must report on the impact of excluding these expenses from 
the annual budget, prior to the final adoption of the budget.  A compliance report 
was first presented to Council for the 2010 Budget and the City has prepared it 
annually since then. 
 
The City of Guelph excludes amortization, post-employment benefits and solid waste 
landfill post-closure expenses from its budget, therefore this report is prepared to 
inform Council of the impact on the 2015 surplus if these expenses had been 
included in the 2015 Budget.  This is for information purposes only and has no 
impact on the long-term financial planning strategy of the City.  
 
Council is required to adopt this report by resolution, prior to the final approval of 
the 2015 Budget.  
 
PSAB Accrual Accounting Requirement 
 
PSAB sets financial accounting and reporting standards for municipalities and other 
levels of government.  These standards require the City to record revenues and 
expenses using an accrual basis.  This means that revenues are recognized in the 
period in which they are earned; expenses are recognized in the period in which they 
are incurred.  In addition, transfers between funds and internal charges/recoveries 
among City departments must be eliminated from the financial statements as these 
are not deemed to be revenues or expenses to the City as a whole.  Finally there are 
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a number of transactions that are presented differently on the financial statements 
that also require adjustments including debt principle payments, capital asset 
acquisitions and the disposition of long-term liabilities/receivables.  The year-end 
surplus/deficit must be reported after recognizing all these accrual accounting 
impacts.  
 

REPORT 
 
Ontario Regulation 284/09  

 
As allowed under the Ontario Regulation 284/09 which was introduced by the 
Province of Ontario in 2009, the City of Guelph excludes the following expenses 
from its proposed 2015 tax supported operating and non-tax supported 
budgets: 

 
1. Amortization Expense 

 
Amortization expense for 2015 is estimated to be $43.0 million.  
Amortization reflects the allocation of the cost of tangible capital assets 
over their useful lives. It is also a means of setting funds aside for the 
future replacement of capital assets. However, this amount is inadequate to 
cover the future financial requirements for asset replacement due to the 
difference between the historical cost of assets which forms the basis of 
amortization and the replacement cost of those assets.  
 
In order to help meet the annual financial commitment required for asset 
replacement, the City of Guelph includes in its 2015 tax supported 
operating and non-tax supported operating budgets contributions of $41.5 
million to capital reserves.  These contributions will provide on-going 
funding for capital replacement and rehabilitation. The level of reserve 
contributions was informed in part by the Infrastructure Sustainability 
Report prepared by Engineering Services for long-term capital planning and 
funding purposes and the Water and Wastewater Long Range Financial Plan. 

 
2. Post-Employment Benefit Expenses 
 
Post-Employment Benefit expenses are benefits to be paid to employees in 
the future for their service while employed with the City. These include 
medical and dental benefits for eligible retirees, Workplace Safety and 
Insurance Board benefits, and retirement benefits earned during 
employment. 
 
Post-Employment Benefit expenses to be paid in the future are not included 
in the City’s budgets. However, the City does budget an annual transfer to 
reserves to build funding for the ultimate payment of these costs.   The 
2015 budget includes funds of $2.2 million for the current year’s 
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contribution to the post employment benefit reserves.  The total 2015 cost 
of these post-retirement benefits is estimated to be $3.9 million which 
includes the increase in the post-employment liability and the current year 
post-employment payments. While this shortfall will be met through the 
City’s compensation reserves when they become payable, it is deducted 
from the current year surplus in the table below to show its impact on 2015 
Budgets. 

 
3. Solid waste landfill post-closure expenses 
  
Though Ontario Regulation 284/09 allows municipalities to exclude solid 
waste landfill post-closure expenses from their budgets, the City of Guelph 
continues to budget for the current year expense related to the closure of 
its solid waste landfill site in 2003. This is separate from the accounting 
treatment of the annual reduction of the post-closure liability that was 
calculated and set up in 2008 in order to comply with PSAB requirements.  
 
The estimated decrease of $318,190 in the City’s liability for solid waste 
landfill post-closure costs is added back in the table below to show its 
impact on the City’s surplus. 
 

        Table 1. Ontario Regulation 284/09 Budget Impact 
 

    Amortization of Tangible Capital Assets 
Post-employment benefit 
Decrease in landfill post-closure liability 

($43,000,000) 
($3,923,634) 

$318,190 

Total Impact ($46,605,444) 

 
PSAB Accrual Accounting Requirement 

 
To reflect the impact of all accruals as required by PSAB, the City reports the 
surplus after necessary adjustments to recognize only the period’s revenues 
and expenses and exclude transfers between funds and internal 
charges/recoveries among City departments. To this end, costs that relate to 
assets that will not be consumed in 2015 are removed from the budgeted 
capital expenses. As well, items that would not have been included as 
expenses/revenues under accrual accounting are removed from 2015 budgeted 
figures while those that would have been accrued are now added to the total 
expenditures and revenues. 
 
Attachment 2 shows the reconciliation of the City’s Council approved 2015 
budget from a cash basis to an accrual basis according to the PSAB format and 
states the amended accumulated surplus at the year-end.  This reconciliation 
shows both the required adjustments under Ontario Regulation 284/09 as well 
as the additional amendments for accrual accounting resulting in an estimated 
annual surplus of $41,378,728 in 2015.  
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CORPORATE STRATEGIC PLAN 

Innovation in Local Government 
2.3 Ensure accountability, transparency and engagement 

 

DEPARTMENTAL CONSULTATION 
N/A 
 

COMMUNICATIONS 
N/A 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment 1: Ontario Regulation 284/09 Budget Matters- Expenses 
Attachment 2: 2015 Tax Supported & Non-Tax Supported Budgets (Unconsolidated) 
PSAB Reconciliation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prepared By: 

Ron Maeresera 
Senior Corporate Analyst, Financial Planning 
 

  
_________________________          
_________________________ 
Recommended By   Approved By 
Janice Sheehy    Mark Amorosi 
GM Finance and City Treasurer  Deputy CAO, Corporate Services 
Corporate Services    519-822-1260 Ext. 2281 
519-822-1260 Ext. 2289   mark.amorosi@guelph.ca 
janice.sheehy@guelph.ca 
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Exclusion 

ONTARIO REGULATION 284/09 

made un.der the 

MUNICIPAL ACT, 2001 

Made: July 31, 2009 
Filed: July 31, 2009 

Published one-Laws: August 4, 2009 
Printed in The Ontario Gazette: August 15, 2009 

BUDGET MATTERS- EXPENSES 

e-Laws 

1. In preparing the budget for a year, a municipality or local board may exclude from the 
estimated expenses described in paragraph 3 of subsection 289 (2) and in paragraph 3 of 
subsection 290 (2) of the Act all or a portion of the following: 

1. Amortization expenses. 

2. Post-employment benefits expenses. 

3. Solid waste landfill closure and post-closure expenses. 

Report 
2. (1) For 2011 and subsequent years, the municipality or local board shall, before 

adopting a budget for the year that excludes any of the expenses listed in section 1, 

(a) prepare a report about the excluded expenses; and 

(b) adopt the report by resolution. 

(2) If a municipality or local board plans to adopt or has adopted a budget for 2010 that 
excludes any of the expenses listed in section 1, the municipality or local board shall, within 60 
days after receiving its audited financial statements for 2009, 

(a) prepare a repmt about the excluded expenses; and 

(b) adopt the report by resolution. 

Contents 
3. A report under section 2 shall contain at least the following: 

1. An estimate of the change in the accumulated surplus of the municipality or local board 
to the end of the year resulting from the exclusion of any of the expenses listed in 
section 1. 
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2. An analysis of the estimated impact of the exclusion of any of the expenses listed in 
section 1 on the future tangible capital asset funding requirements of the municipality 
or local board. 

Review 
4. The Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing shall initiate a review of this 

Regulation on or before December 31, 2012. 

Commencement 
5, This Regulation is deemed to have come into force on January 1, 2009. 

Made by: 

JJMWATSON 

Minister o[Mzmicipa/ Affairs and Housing 

Date made: July 31, 2009. 

Back to top 
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2015 Approved Budget (Prepared on a Cash Basis)

Revenues $
Operating (346,317,709)
Capital (87,948,051)

Total Revenues (434,265,760)

Expenses
Operating 346,317,709                         
Non-Tangible Capital 6,000,000                             
Capital 81,948,051                           

Total Expenditures 434,265,760                         

Net Budget -                                       

Adjustments Required to Reconcile to an Accrual Based Budget
Reductions to Revenues

Transfers from Reserves/Reserve Funds (1) 62,531,251
Increases to Revenues

Contributed Subdivision Assets (2) (5,430,000)
Reductions to Expenditures

Transfers to Reserve/Reserve Funds (3) (50,038,282)
Capital Expenses(4) (87,948,051)
Debt Principal Payments (5) (9,083,576)
Reduction of Post-Closure Landfill Liability (6) (318,190)

Increases to Expenditures
Tax Increment Based Grant Program(7) 1,984,486
Post-Employment Benefit (8) 3,923,634
Amortization of Tangible Capital Assets(9) 43,000,000

Annual (Surplus)/Deficit (41,378,728)

(1)

(2)

Attachment 2
2015 City of Guelph Tax Supported & Non Tax Supported Budgets (Unconsolidated)

PSAB Reconciliation

“Transfers from Reserve/Reserve Funds” are the budgeted amounts transferred from reserves to fund expenditures, 
mainly related to capital work.  These are not considered revenue under PSAB accounting because transfers are not 
revenues received from external sources.  Funds are recorded as revenue at the time they are received as part of tax 
revenue or grant revenue. 

"Contributed Subdivision Assets" are non-cash accounting revenue recognised upon the City taking ownership of new (2)

(3)

(4) 

(5)

(6)

(7) 

(8)

(9)  “Amortization of tangible capital assets” is a non-cash expense and is therefore not included in the City’s operating 
budget.  However, amortization is considered an expense under PSAB accounting and has been added to expenditures for 
financial reporting purposes.  

"Contributed Subdivision Assets" are non-cash accounting revenue recognised upon the City taking ownership of new 
subdivision infrastructure within the City limits. The City budgets for costs of maintenance and replacement of assets in the 
year when the service is required. 
“Transfers to Reserve/Reserve Funds” are the budgeted contributions to reserves to fund future expenditures included in 
the City’s operating budget.  These are not considered as expenses under PSAB accounting because  transfers represent 
re-allocation of funds internally and are not actual payments to external entities.  Funds are recorded as expenses when 
goods / services are received by the City.  
“Capital Expenses” is the amount budgeted to be spent on capital projects in the City’s capital budget.  Capital acquisition 
costs are not considered as expenses under PSAB accounting as they are capitalized on the balance sheet as tangible 
capital assets and amortized as an expense over the useful life of the assets  

“Debt principal payments” are included in the City’s operating budget in order to set aside the funds required to pay the 
principal portion of the current year’s debt obligations.  These are not considered an expense under PSAB accounting; 
instead debt principal is recorded as a reduction of the City’s long-term debt liability. 

“Reduction of Post-Closure Landfill Liability” is a non-cash accounting revenue that is excluded from the City’s operating 
budget.  The City, in conformance with PSAB accounting rules, set up a liability in 2008 that accounted for the present 
value of the total expected costs associated with the closure of the landfill site in 2003.  The City continues to budget on a 
cash basis for the annual post closure costs necessitating an adjustment to reduce the initial estimated liability.  

"Tax Increment Based Grant Program" is included as a transfer to reserves in the City's operating budget in order to set 
aside the funds required to cover the long-term obligations expected under the program.  These are considered expenses 
under PSAB and are recorded when the grant is provided.

"Post Employment Benefits" are expenditures related to benefits earned over the life of employees' service and are paid 
upon retirement or injury. The City budgets for contributions to reserves annually to fund future obligations but under 
PSAB, the expenditures are recorded over the life of the employee. 
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TO   Corporate Services Committee 
 

SERVICE AREA Corporate Services, Finance 
 

DATE   May 4, 2015 
 
SUBJECT  Special Motion – Councillor Findlay 2014 

 
REPORT NUMBER CS-2015-27 

 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
PURPOSE OF REPORT 
To provide staff’s interpretation of Councillor Findlay’s special motion put 
forward at the February 24, 2014 Council meeting: 
 

“That staff be directed to provide a full cost accounting for development projects 
for Council approval.” 

 

KEY FINDINGS 
 
Staff have interpreted the motion to mean a complete accounting of all direct 
capital and operating impacts from capital that would result from a specific 

development proposal.  This would include life cycle costing, which refers to the 
total cost of ownership over the life of an asset.  This accounting would be 

provided to Council to assist in the decision making process.   
 
Calculating the full cost of a proposed development is not currently an exercise 

performed by staff during the development approval process.  It is unfeasible, 
given our current staff processes and capacity; as well, the City’s information 

technology systems are not set up in a way that would allow for the tracking of 
costs against individual developments. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
None. 

 

ACTION REQUIRED 
Corporate Services Committee recommends to Council no further action. 
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RECOMMENDATION 
That CS-2015-27 Special Motion – Councillor Findlay 2014 be received and that no 
further action be taken. 

 

BACKGROUND 
At the January 27, 2014 Council meeting, Councillor Findlay gave notice that he 
would be bringing forward a motion to a subsequent meeting on full cost accounting 

on planning reports. 
 
At the February 24, 2014 Council meeting, Councillor Findlay put forth the following 

motion which was to be referred to the Corporate Administration, Finance & 
Enterprise Committee: 

 
“That staff be directed to provide a full cost accounting for development projects for 
Council approval.” 

 
The motion was approved and in this report will be referred to as the “Special 

Resolution”. 
 
At the Corporate Services Committee meeting held on February 9, 2015 report  

“CS-2015-03 Outstanding Motions of the Corporate, Administration, Finance & 
Enterprise Committee” was pulled and Councillor Findlay’s motion discussed in an 

effort to determine if the motion was still relevant.  It was decided that insufficient 
information was available to make that determination. Staff were therefore asked 
to provide some additional clarification to assist in making this determination. 

 

REPORT 

 
The following special resolution was approved by Council on February 24, 2014:  

  
“That staff be directed to provide a full cost accounting for development 

projects for Council approval.” 
 
Staff’s understanding is that the context for this special resolution was in 

connection with development applications coming forward through planning, 
requesting approval of new units whether residential or non-residential. 

To assist in providing clarification, each of the sections underlined in the motion 
above is described more fully below: 

Full cost accounting: A costing model that predicts/estimates the future 
dollar impact of any new development, also known as life cycle costing.   

Development Projects: Costing is applied to any development applications 

coming forward asking for approval of new buildings whether residential or 
non-residential. 



STAFF 

REPORT 

 PAGE 3 

 

For Council Approval: So that when Council approves any development 

application, they would also have a sense of the incremental operating and 
capital cost associated with that development and in theory be approving the 

full cost of that application. 

Approaching this project at a per development basis would be extremely difficult for 

the following reasons: 

- Each development proposal would require a multifaceted cross functional 
review involving input and resources from all service areas  

- Each development proposal would require service areas to update the service 

levels at a particular point in time to analyze the incremental impact and 
associated costs 

- Each development proposal costing would vary depending on the type and 
mix of units being built and the location of the development 

- Each development proposal would need to be tracked in our IT systems 

throughout its lifetime to reflect full costs  
 

Given the above constraints, there is currently insufficient capacity to take on 
the extensive financial modelling required to provide life cycle costing for 
development projects.  Therefore staff recommends no further action at this 

time. 

CORPORATE STRATEGIC PLAN 
Innovation in Local Government 

2.1 Build an adaptive environment for government innovation to ensure fiscal 
and service sustainability. 

 

DEPARTMENTAL CONSULTATION 
Finance Department 

 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
None 
 

COMMUNICATIONS 
N/A 

 

ATTACHMENTS 
None 
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Christel Gregson 
Report Author 

 

 
_________________________ __________________________ 

Recommended By   Approved By 
Janice Sheehy    Mark Amorosi 
GM Finance and City Treasurer  Deputy CAO, Corporate Services 

Corporate Services    519.822.1260 Ext. 2281 
519.822.1260 x 2289   mark.amorosi@guelph.ca 

janice.sheehy@guelph.ca 
 
 



CONSENT REPORT OF THE  
INFRASTRUCTURE, DEVELOPMENT & ENTERPRISE COMMITTEE 

 
 
 
         May 25, 2015 

 
 

His Worship the Mayor and 
Councillors of the City of Guelph. 
 

 
 Your Infrastructure, Development & Enterprise Committee beg leave to 

present their FOURTH CONSENT REPORT as recommended at its meeting of May 
5, 2015. 
 

If Council wishes to address a specific report in isolation please 
identify the item.  The item will be extracted and dealt with 

immediately.  The balance of the Consent Report of the Infrastructure, 
Development & Enterprise Committee will be approved in one 
resolution. 

 

IDE-2015.10 2015 Development Priorities Plan 

 
1. That Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise Report 15-36, 2015 

Development Priorities Plan, dated May 5, 2015, be received. 
 

2. That Council approve a 2015 target for the registration of 686 housing units 
within plans of subdivision in accordance with the 2015 Development 
Priorities Plan. 

 
3. That Council approve a 2015 target for the draft plan approval of up to 1319 

housing units within plans of subdivision in accordance with the 2015 
Development Priorities Plan. 
 

4. That amendments to the timing of registration of plans of subdivision be 
permitted only by Council approval unless it can be shown that there is no 

impact on the capital budget and that the dwelling unit targets for 2015 are 
not exceeded. 

 

IDE-2015.11 2014 Building Permit Fee Revenues, Costs, Building 
Stabilization Reserve Fund and Annual Setting of 

Building Permit Fees for 2015  

 

1. That the report from Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise dated May 
5, 2015 entitled 2014 Building Permit Fee Revenues, Costs, Building 

Stabilization Reserve Fund and Annual Setting of Building Permit Fees for 
2015, be received. 
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May 25, 2015 
 

Infrastructure, Development & Enterprise Committee Fourth Consent Report 
 
 

2. That Council approve the Schedule of Building Permit Fees as attached to the 
“2014 Building Permit Fee Revenues, Costs Building Stabilization Reserve 

Fun and Annual Setting of Building Permit Fees for 2015” report dated May 
5, 2015, effective June 1, 2015. 

 

IDE-2015.12 Elementary School Speed Zones - Update 

 
1. That the report from Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise dated May 

5, 2015 entitled “Elementary School Speed Zone – Update” be received. 

 
2. That the existing 30 km/h reduced speed zone on Imperial Drive be replaced 

with “40 km/h when flashing” signage with the flashing beacons operating on 
school days from 8:00-9:00 a.m. and 3:00-4:00 p.m. 
 

3. That staff use the City of Guelph Community Engagement Framework to 
consult with community members and provide opportunity to offer feedback 

on the existing Elementary School Speed Zones program. These inputs will 
contribute to developing the next steps of the program. 
 

4. That staff continue to monitor the effectiveness of reduced speeds limits in 
school zones and report back to Committee with the additional analysis, 

including the feedback obtained through community engagement, after a full 
school year of operation. 

 

IDE-2015.14 Gas Pump Warning Labels 

    
1. THAT the City of Guelph supports the following resolution adopted by West 

Vancouver regarding Gas Pump Labelling and that Council support be 

advanced for consideration at the August 16 -19, 2015 Association of 
Municipalities of Ontario (AMO) conference and the 2016 Federation of 

Canadian Municipalities (FCM) convention: 
 
WHEREAS there is evidence that combustion of petroleum products such 

as gas and diesel in vehicle engines contributes to greenhouse gas 
emissions that affect natural systems in ways that are injurious to human 

health and the environment; 
 

AND WHEREAS point-of-sale warning labels have been required for other 
consumables, such as tobacco products, which has effectively curbed use 
of harmful products; 
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THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that all vendors of retail petroleum 

products in Canada be legislated to provide warning labels on all pump 
handles (pump talkers) and/or pump panels, and that those companies 

who do not have this feature on their pump handle be obligated to fit 
them with the plastic sleeves which will allow warning labels to be 
displayed. 

 
2. That the City encourages vendors of retail petroleum products to voluntarily 

provide warning labels on all pump handles (pump talkers) and/or pump 
panels and for those companies who do not have this feature on their pump 
handle to voluntarily fit them with the plastic sleeves to display the warning 

labels. 
 

 
     All of which is respectfully submitted. 

 
 
 

      Councillor Bell, Chair 
Infrastructure, Development & 

Enterprise Committee 
 

 

 

PLEASE BRING THE MATERIAL THAT WAS DISTRIBUTED WITH THE 

AGENDA FOR THE MAY 5, 2015 INFRASTRUCTURE, DEVELOPMENT & 

ENTERPRISE COMMITTEE MEETING. 
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SERVICE AREA Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise 

. DATE . May 5, 2015 . 

SUBJECT 2015 Development Priorities Plan 

REPORT NUMBER 15-36 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

EXECUTIVE SUM MARY 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 
To present the annual Development Priorities Plan, with a summary of key 
recommendations for 2015 development approvals, and a review of 
development activity in 2014. 

KEY FINDINGS 

Draft Plan Approvals 

The 2014 DPP identified that up to 1319 units could be brought forward for draft 
plan approval, however none of these approvals were realized. The plans of 
subdivision that were anticipated for draft plan approval in 2014 are being 
carried forward to 2015, therefore staff are identifying that up to 1319 housing 
units could be draft approved as shown in Schedule 3 of the DPP. Of the 1319 
units the predominant unit type are singles (612) and apartments (363). 

Registration of Draft Plans 

The 2014 DPP recommended that up to 1509 dwelling units within eight (8) 
plans of subdivision could be brought forward for registration . Actual 
registrations totalled 1036 units. The number of units registered in 2014 was 
substantially higher than what occurred in 2013. Staff are recommending for 
2015 that a total of 686 potential dwelling units in the remaining four plans plus 
two new plans could be registered. This includes 30 units in the Built Boundary 
(a portion of Hart's Farm should it be draft approved) and 656 in the Greenfield 
Area. 

Zone Change Applications 
. . . . 

The City experienced a significant increase in the total number of units that were 
approved through zone changes and draft plan of condominium approvals from 
the previous year. In total there were 1454 units approved in 2014, of which 
884 within the Built Boundary and 570 within the Greenfield area. Some of these 

PAGE 1 
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included development downtown redevelopment sites and lands in the east end 
(i.e. 5 Arthur Street, 150-152 Wellington, 144 Watson and 78 Starwood) . 

. Projected Approvals vs. Actuals 

Since 2007, the recommended levels of draft pian approval and registration has 
been higher than the actual level of approvals achieved. Recommending higher 
levels of subdivision approvals provides a degree of market flexibility and 
mitigates against factors that can impact timing of approval, such as appeals 
and market conditions. 

The actual level of units created through subdivision approvals combined with 
unit creation through zone changes and draft plans of condominium has been 
sufficient to maintain a healthy short term housing supply in accordance with 
the housing supply policies as defined by the 2014 Provincial Policy 
Statement. This healthy short term housing supply, in turn, supports sustained 
strong annual building permit activity. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
All capital works required for plans of subdivision recommended for registration 
in 2015 have been previously approved by Council in the capital budget. 

ACTION REQUIRED 
IDE Committee is being asked to recommend to Council approval of the dwelling 
unit targets for anticipated reg istrations and draft plan approvals in 2015 and 
direct staff to manage the timing of development in keeping with these targets. 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. That Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise Report 15-36, 2015 
Development Priorities Plan, dated May 5, 2015, be received. 

2. That Council approve a 2015 target for the registration of 686 housing units 
within plans of subdivision in accordance with the 2015 Development Priorities 
Plan. 

3. That Council approve a 2015 target for the draft plan approval of up to 1319 
housing units within plans of subdivision in accordance with the 2015 
Development Priorities Plan. 

4. That amendments to the timing of registration of plans of subdivision be 
permitted only by Council approval unless it can be shown that there is no 
impact on the capital budget and that the dwelling unit targets for 2015 are 
not exceeded. 

BACKGROUND 
The Development Priorities Plan is an annual report to Council, which based on 
recommendations from the previous year's DPP, recommends a number of dwelling 
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units to be approved in draft and registered plans of subdivision in 2015 in keeping 
with City population projections and growth management requirements. 

The DPP Housing Unit Supply refers to dwelling units created by registered plans of 
.subdivision and zone changes approved outside of plans of sLibdivi$i6n that are .. 
greater than 10 units in size. It does not account for the City's total housing supply, 
which would also include zoned vacant sites, lots created by severance, accessory 
apartments and designated lands. 

For the first time in 2015, the development and construction activity for 2014 and 
prior years will be presented in an annual Growth Management Monitoring Report, 
while the DPP will be used to recommend plans of subdivision to be draft approved 
and registered in 2015. 

REPORT 

Summary of Achievement of 2014 DPP Recommendations 
DPP Housing Unit Supply: 

• There were no draft plan approvals in 2014. Five plans of subdivision were 
registered, accounting for 1036 potential dwelling units in the City's housing 
supply; zone changes and condominiums accounted for 1454 potential 
dwelling units (884 within the built-up area and 570 in the greenfield area); 
for a total of 2490 units (see Schedule 1 of the DPP). 

Development Activity Recommended for 2015 
Recommended Draft Plans of Subdivision: 

• A total of 1319 housing units in five potential plans of subdivision could be 
recommended for draft plan approval in 2015 as shown in Schedule 3 of the 
DPP; 

• Four of these potential draft plans are in the Greenfield area and one within 
the Built Boundary. 

Registration of Plans of Subdivision: 
• For 2015, a total of 566 potential units in five draft plans of subdivision are 

recommended for registration, all in the Greenfield areas of the City; 

• This number, in combination with the potential dwelling units created through 
zone changes and condominiums, takes into account the City's current 
population projections that estimate that the City should grow by 1170 units 
per year on average. 

Comments from Landowners/Developers 
All landowners with vacant residential lands, developers and planning consultants 
were circulated draft versions of Schedules 1-4 of the DPP for comment. Staff 
received some requests for subdivision timing changes from developers (see 
requests in Attachment 1) and made some modifications to the draft schedules as a 
result. 
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
The role of the DPP is to provide a forecast of anticipated annual development 
approvals within plans of subdivision, which helps ensure that capital projects are 
being brought forward in concurrence with development that is ready to proceed. 
The DPP andthe capita l budget are reviewed together to ensure that should a 
capital project be delayed, any associated plan of subdivision will not be brought 
forward for registration if the necessary services are not yet in place. Similarly, a 
capital project required to service development in a specific area will not be brought 
forward for funding in the budget until development in that area is ready to proceed. 

There are no direct financial implications related to the DPP. 

CORPORATE STRATEGIC PLAN 
Strategic Directions: 

• 2.3 Ensure accountability, transparency and engagement. 
• 3.1 Ensure a well-designed, safe, inclusive, appealing and sustainable City . 
• 3.2 Be economically viable, resilient, diverse and attractive for business. 
• 3.3 Strengthen citizen and stakeholder engagement and communications 

DEPARTMENTAL CONSULTATION 
The 2015 Development Priorities Plan team consists of staff from InfrastruCture, 
Development and Enterprise and Parks and Recreation. Finance staff was also 
consulted with respect to the financial implications of the DPP. 

COMMUNICATIONS 
A draft version of Schedules 1-4 was circulated to landowners, developers and 
planning consultants for feedback in September 2014 and comments were received 
in October and November of 2014. 

ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment 1: 
Attachment 2: 

Comments on the Draft 2015 Development Priorities Plan 
The 2015 Development Priorities Plan (DPP) 

Report Author 
Chris DeVriendt 

Todd Salter 
General Manager 
Planning, Urban Design and Building 
Services 
519.822.1260, ext. 2395 
todd.salter@guelph.ca 

Approved By 
Sylvia Kirkwood 

Manager of~ 

agmendedBy 
AI Horsman 
Deputy CAO 
Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise 
519.822.1260, ext. 5606 
al. horsman @guelph. ca 

PAGE 4 



STAFF 
REPORT 

Attachment 1 

Making. Dlffl!f!ll(• 

Comments on the Draft 2015 Development Priorities Plan 

GSP 
g r 6 up 

SHAPING GREAT COMMUNITIES 

PlANNERS 

URBAN DESIGNERS 

lANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS 

KITCHENER OFFICE 

GSP Group Inc. 
72 Vidorio Street S., Suite 20 I 
Kitchener, ON N2G 4Y9 

p 519.569.8683 
F 519.569.8643 

HAMILTON OFFICE 

GSP Group Inc. 
29 Rebecca Street, Suite 200 
Ha milton, ON LBR I 63 

p 905.572.7477 

wYl\'l,gspgroup.co 

:'U~' 1 7 20 /t 

November 7, 2014 

Planning Services 
Planning, Building, Engineering and Environment 
City of Guelph 
City Hall 
1 Carden Street 
Guelph, Ontario 
N1H 3A1 

Project No. 13165 

Attention : Katie Nasswetter, Senior Development Planner 

Dear Ms. Nasswetter: 

Re: Development Priorities Plan (DPP) 2015 
55 & 75 Cityview Drive North, Guelph- 23T-12501 
Debrob Investments Limited 

Thank you for requesting comments on the 2015 DPP. 

GSP Group acts on behalf of the applicant (Debrob Investments Limited - Mr. 
Robert Saroli) on the proposed draft plan of subdivision noted above. It is noted 
as "20" on the "Preliminary and Draft Approved - Plans of Subdivision• attached 
to your letter of September 29, 2014. 

The draft plan of subdivision (23T-12501) and the related zoning by-law 
amendment (ZC1202) are scheduled for a Council decision meeting in 
December 2014. 

We expect to register Phase 1 of the Debrob subdivision in 2015 and Phase 2 
in 2016. We have attached a map of the Debrob Subdivision with a proposed 
phasing line. We anticipate that the subdivision will be phased from east-to
west; however the direction of phasing could be altered as final development 
plans are determined. 

Phase 1 will contain approximately 66 single detached homes entirely within 
the Debrob subd ivision . Part-lots (11) have not been included at this time as 
the development of these will be dependent on zoning and agreements 
between adjacent owners. 
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Phase 2 will contain a mix of single detached (37), semi-detached (28), street towns (14), 
as well as cluster towns and stacked towns (105-180). Accordingly, the number of units 
could potentially range from 184 to 259 in Phase 2. The unit count as part of the three (3) 
multi-blocks will be refined as the product type/mix is determined and as the site plans for 
each of these blocks is undertaken. 

We appreciate you considering our above-noted request. We would be happy to discuss 
our plans for the subdivision at your convenience. If you have any questions in the 
meantime or require further information, please do not hesitate to contact me in our 
Kitchener office. 

Yours very truly, 

Hugh Handy, MCIP, RPP 
Associate. Planner 

cc Bob Saroli, Debrob Investments Limited 
Pam Kraft and Larry Kotseff, Fusion Homes 
Chris DeVriendt, City of Guelph 
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STAFF 
REPORT 

BLACK, SHOEMAKER , ROBI NSON & DONALDSON 
LIMITED 

October 10, 2014 

351 Spe~d'...ale Avenue West 
Guelph. Ontano N1H 1C6 

Mrs. Katie Nasswetter 
Senior Development Planner 
Planning, Building, Engineering and Environment 
Ci ty of Guelph 
1 Carden Street 
GUELPH, Ontario 
N1H 3Al 

Dear Mrs. Nasswetter: 

Re: Development Priorities Plan (DPP) 2015 
Dallan Property {23T-08503) 
Owner: Victoria Wood 

TEL: 51 9-822-4031 
F~ 519·822·12.20 

Project: 13-9409 

I am responding to your inquiry of September 29th, 201'1 with respect to the 2015 Development 
Priorities Plan and the identification of expectations related to submission, approval and 
development of properties owned by Victoria Wood. 

The Dallan Property received draft plan approval in 2012. The owner has finalizing the servicing 
plans, has signed a Subdivision Agreement with the Oty and provided his Letter of Credit to 
enable tendering of the servicing contract for this subdivision in its entirety. 

This final approval and registration of the plan should occur at the end of 2014 or early 2015. 

Should you have any questions regarding this subdivision, please do not hesitate to call me. 

Yours very truly, 

BLACK, SHOEMAKER, ROBINSON & DONALDSON UMITED 

RECEIVED 
Nancy Shoemaker, MCIP, RPP OCT 1 4 2014 

Copy: Mr. Gerry Armstrong, Victoria Wood PBEE 

I. D. ROBINSON, B.Sc., O.LS., O.l.I.P. . K. F. HILLIS. B.Sc., O.L.S., O.L.I.P. N. C. SHOEMAKER, B.A. A., M.C.I.P., R.P.P. 

A. B. DONALDSON, O.L.S .. O.L.I.P. ARIE LISE. O.LS., O.l.I.P., Dipi.T. BRIAN BEAm·. B.A.A., M.U.R.PL . C. V. YOUNG, C.S.T. 

S. W. BLACK, O.LS. (1 917 • 2007) R. L. .SHOEMAKER, O.L.S. (1923-2008) W. F. ROSINSON, O.L.S. (1924·2010) 

Making • Dlfftreftc• 
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STAFF 
REPORT Making. Dttt.rtnc. 

October 14, 2014 

Mrs. Katie Nasswetter 
Senior Development Planner 

BLACK, SHOEMAKER , ROBINSON & DONALDSON 
LIMITED 

- ., .. -.' .. ' 

Bs,l) -D 1 Ontario Land Son·e,·ors 
~ '81. l 'r~ba~ and Rr~~al Plann~rs . 

351 sPeedva!e AvenUe West 
Guelph, Ontarkl N1 H 1 CS 

TEL: 519·822-4031 
FAX: 519-822-1220 

Planning, Building, Engineering and Environment 
City of Guelph 
1 Carden Street 
GUELPH, Ontario 
NIH 3Al 

Dear Mrs. Nasswetter: 

Re: . Development Priorities Plan (DPP) 2015 
Kortright Road East Extension 
City File 23T -01508 
Owner: North manor Estates Inc. 

Project: 09-8158 
12-9247 

Phase 3 of the Kortright Road East subdivision lands received draft plan approval in October of 2012. A portion of the 
phase 3 plan is owned by Northmanor Estates Inc. and this letter has been prepared on their behalf in response to 
you inquiry regarding servicing and registration of this plan as part of the Development Priorities Plan review. 

At the present time the owner is proceeding with detailed servidng drawings for their portion of Phase 3 of this 
subdivision with the intention of servicing and. registering in 2015. This phase of their plan will include 17 single 
detached residential lots, 22 semi-detached lots (44 units) and a park block. 

A draft plan of subdivision for Phase 4 of the Kortright Road East subdivision was submitted to the City in Apri l 2013. 
This phase included 58 semi-detached units and between 128 and 157 single detached lots. It is anticipated that this 
plan will be presented to Council for consideration in 2015. The owner is considering the completion of servicing and 
registration of this phase at the same time as phase 3 of their plan and would like to keep this option available. 

Should you have any questions, please call me. 

Yours very truly, 

BLACK, SHOEMAKER, ROBINSON & DONALDSON UMITED 

~ s;.cmrt[iA.__ 
Nancy Shoemaker, MCIP, RPP 

RECEIVED 
OCT 1 4 2014 

Copy: Katy Schofield, Northmanoi Estates Inc. PBEE 

I. 0. ROBINSON. B.Sc., O.L S .. O.L.I .P. K. F. HILUS, B.Sc., O.L.S., O.LI.P. N. C. SHOEMAKER, B.A.A .. M.C.l.P., R.P.P. 

A. B. OONALOSON, O.l.S .. O.L.l.P. ARIE LISE. O.L.S .. O.LI.P .. Oipi.T. BRIAN BEATIY. B.A.A., M.U.R.PL C. V. YOUNG, C.S.T. 

S. W. BLACK. O.LS. (1917 · 2007) R. L SHOEMAKER, O.L.S. (1923-2008) W. F. ROBINSON, O.L.S. (1924-2010) 
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STAFF 
REPORT 

BLACK. SHOEMAK ER , ROB INSON & DONALDSON 
LIMiTED 

'B··- ·s' ··=--·--·~"0~ ou,~r:-.:.;,;~-"~;;~:S ·· 
Urban and Rural Planners 

October 8, 2014 

Mrs. Katie Nasswetter 
Senior Development Planner 

351 SpeOOvala Avenue West 
Guelph. Ontarlo NI H 1C6 

Planning, Building, Engineering and Environment 
City of Guelph 
1 Carden Street 
GUELPH, Ontario 
NlH 3A1 

Dear Mrs. Nasswetter: 

Re: Development Priorities Plan (DPP) 2015 
Kortright Road East Extension 
City File 23T-01508 
Owner: Gamma Develooers limited 

• - \. • ' • ~ -;. ... ! ' ' • • 

TEL 519-622-4031 
FAX: 519-822·1220 

Project: 10-8570 
14-9848 

Phase 3 of the Kortright Road East subdivision lands received draft plan approval in October of 2012. This letter is in 
reference to that part of the subdivision owned by Gamma Developers Limited. 

Gamma Developers is in the process of servicing and registering Phase 3A of this plan. This phase includes 56 single 
detached residential lots and 4 on-street townhouse blocks accommodating approximately 19 townhouse units. ·The 
Subdivision Agreement has been signed, the City has the Letter of Credit for this phase and the servicing is nearing 
completion. Final approval and registration of this phase will occur shortly. 

It is the owner's intention to service and register Phase 38 in 2015. This will be the final phase of the subdivision plan 
as it relates to Gamma Developers Limited. It will include 37 single detached residential lots, 9 semi-detached lots (18 
units) and 3 on-street townhouse blocks accommodating approximately 17 on-street townhouse units. 

I have not addressed the the high density/church blocks located on the north side of Kortright Road owned by Gamma 
Developers Limited. The development of these three blocks will be largely dependent on market conditions. 

Should you have any questions, please eall me. 

Yours very truly, 

BLACK, SHOEMAKER, ROBINSON & DONALDSON UMITED 

~&111W11~ -
Nancy Shoemaker, J~IP, RPP RECEIVED 
Copy: ~1r. Wolf von Teid1man OCT 1 4 20i4 

PBEE 

I. D. ROBINSON. B.Sc., O.L.S .• O.l.I .P. K. F. HILLIS. B.Sc., O.L.S .. O.l.I.P. N. C. SHOEMAKER. B.A.A., M.C.I.P. , R.P.P. 

A. B. DONALDSON, O.L S., O.L.I.P. ARIE LISE. O.L.S .. O.L.J. P. , Dipi.T. BRIAN BEATTY, 6.AA. M.U.A.PL C.V. YOUNG, C.S.T. 

S. l'l. BLACK, O.L.S. (1917 - 2007) A. L. SHOEMAKER, O.L.S. (1923-2008) W. F. ROBINSON, O.LS. (1924-2010) 

Making. Diffoftn<t 
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STAFF 
REPORT 

BLACI\ , SHO EMAKE R, ROBINSON& DONALDSON 
LIMITED 

B-S· RJ?. ·. ~--· "'' · onta~~~ I.and sun·e}ors 
Urban and Rural Pla1mers 

. . . 

Ocober 8, 2014 

M rs. Katie Nasswetter 
Senior Development Planner 

35 1 Spoodvale Avenue West 
Guelph, Oniario N 1 H 1 C6 

Pla1ning, Building, Engineering and Environment 
City of Guelph 
1 Carden Street 
GU: LPH, Ontario 
Nl H 3A1 

Dear Mrs. Nasswetter: 

Re: Development Priorities Plan (DPP) 2014 
Pergola Subdivision 
City File 23T-03507 
Owner: Reid's Heritage Homes 

TEL: 51 9·822·4031 
FAX: 51 9·822·1220 

Project: 13-9410 

I am responding to your letter of September 29, 2014 regarding the City's 2015 Development Priorities Plan. 

As you are aware, the draft p·lan of subdivision for the property formerly known as the Pergola lands received 
draft plan approval in 2006. That plan consisted of both commercial and residential land uses. The commercial 
portion of the site was registered in 2010. . 

A redline amendment to the draft plan was filed with the City in January 2012. The· revised plan now includes a 
total of 92 units, consisting of 34 on-street townhouse units, and 58 cluster townhouse units. It will also include 
an expanded wildlife corridor. 

It is the owner's expectation that the plan will be serviced and registered in January 2015. The City has received 
the completed engineering drawings and the owner is awaiting the Subdivision Agreement for this final phase of 
the plan. 

Should you have any questions, please call me. 

Yours very truly, 

BLACK, SHOEMAKER, ROBINSON & DONALDSON UMITED 

Making • Dlfforonc:• 

WAf «u~~'ll'---~ 
Nancy Shoemaker, MCIP, RPP RECEIVED 
Copy: Jim Dodd, Reid's Heritage Group 

OCT 1 4 2014 

PBEE 
I. D. ROBINSON, B.Sc .. O.L.S., O.L.I.P. K. F. HILLIS, B.Sc., O.L.S., O.L.I.P. N. C. SHOEMAKER, B.A.A., M.C.I.P. , R.P.P. 

A. B. DONALDSON, O.L.S .. O.L.1.P: ARIE LISE, O.L.S., O.L.I.P., Dipi.T. BRIAN BEATIY, B.A.A .. M.U.R.PL C. V. YOUNG, C.S.T. 

S. W. BLACK, O.L.S. (1917 - 2007} R. L. SHOEMAKER, O.L.S. (1923·2008} W. F. ROBINSON, O.L.S. (1924-2010) 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

The Development Priorities Plan (DPP) is prepared annually by Planning, Urban Design and 
Building Services with the assistance of Engineering and Capital Infrastructure Services and 
Finance. The first annual DPP was prepared in 2001. 

. . . . . . 

The DPP is intended to manage the rate and timing of development in the Cit)'. The DPP 
provides a multi-year forecast of development activity as measured by the anticipated 
registration of draft plans of subdivision. The DPP has evolved over time and is now also used 
to track available residential infill opportunities and the number of potential new units created 
by zone changes and condominiums outside of plans of subdivision. Through the 
recommendations in the DPP, City Council establishes priorities for the planning and 
development of future growth areas. 

Other objectives of the DPP include: 

1. To manage the rate and timing of development in the City through a multi-year 
forecast of development activity as measured by the anticipated registration of draft 
plans of subdivision. 

2. To outline the municipal intentions with respect to the review, processing and 
servicing of plans of subdivision. 

3. To provide a tool to assist with integrating the financial planning of growth related 
capital costs (10-Year Capital Budget Forecast) with land use planning and the timing 
of development in new growth areas. 

4. To address how growth will proceed over the long tetm in conjunction with the long 
term fiscal growth model and to maintain control over the City's exposure to the 
underlying costs of growth. 

5. To assist the development industry and Boards and agencies involved in development 
(School Boards, Guelph Hydro) by providing growth and staging information for the 
City. 

The DPP provides information to. the development industry, individual landowners and the 
general public about the priorities for current and future residential and industrial 
development. 

The DPP is also prepared in accordance with the policies of the City of Guelph Official Plan, 
Envision Guelph (OPA #48, under appeal) in particular Section 3.21.2, which states: 

'The Ci!J will prepare a Development Priorities Plan (DPP) on an annual basis to manage 
and monitor growth and to define and prioritize the rate, timing and lotation if development in 
the Ci!J." 

By approving the 2015 DPP, City Council will establish a target for the creation of potential 
dwelling units from Registered Plans from December 31, 2014 to December 31, 2015 (see 
Schedule 2). Staff will manage the registration of the various subdivisions identified for 2015 
within the approved dwelling unit target. Further, Council will also identify those Draft Plans 
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of Subdivision (or phases thereof) that are anticipated to be considered for Draft Plan 
Approval (DPA) in 2015 (see Schedule 3). Staff will allocate time and resources to resolving 
issues associated with these draft plans so that they may be considered for DP A by Council in 
2015. 

The sections that follow explain the criteria used by Staff for determining the priority of 
subdivisions and provide ~n explanation for the DPP schedules. This document also outlines 
the flexibility clause and the process to advance the registration of a subdivision (or a particular 
phase) into the current year. 

2 CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING THE PRIORITY OF 
SUBDIVISIONS 

The DPP annually identifies the subdivisions (or phases), already draft approved, that may be 
registered. The plan also identifies the preliminary plans of subdivision that staff intends to 
present to City Council for consideration of Draft Plan Approval in the short term. A number 
of factors have been considered in determining the priority for registration and draft plan 
approval. 

The factors influencing the support for a registration include: 

• Location of plan within the 'Built Boundary' or 'Greenfield' areas of the City as 
per the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe; 

• Any required Capital works have been approved in the 10 year Capital 
Forecast; 

• Appropriate Phasing Conditions have been fulfilled (e.g. approval of an EA); 

• Proximity of servicing (e.g. end of pipe versus need for a service extension); 

• Servicing capacity (water and wastewater); 

• The realization of the goals, objectives and policies of the Official Plan (e.g. 
design, layout etc.); 

• The objective of balanced community growth in all three geographic areas 
(NW, NE and South); 

• The provision of Community benefits (e.g. the addition of parks and school 
sites); 

• Commitment by the Developer (e.g. s1grung of Engineering Services 
agreement, posting of Letters of Credit); 

• Status and complexity of Draft Plan conditions and timing to fulfill (e.g. need 
for Environment Implementation Report); 

• The variety and mix of housing units being provided; 
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• Consideration of the City's Growth Management objectives (an average annual 
growth rate of 1.5 %) and population projections; and 

The factors influencing the consideration of Draft Plan approval are: 

• · Conformity of the plan to the density targets of the Growth · Plan for . the 
Greater Golden Horseshoe, and in the Official Plan and OPA #48 (under 
appeal); 

• The status of relevant Community, Secondary Plans or Watershed Studies; 

• Conformity with the Official Plan and any applicable Secondary or Community 
Plan; 

• Community Energy Initiative considerations; 

• The need for growth to maintain a minimum 3-year supply of dwelling units in 
Draft Approved and Registered Plans and through lands suitably zoned to 
facilitate residential intensification and redevelopment; 

• The need and status of required Capital works in the 10 year Capital Forecast; 

• Servicing capacity (water and waste water); 

• Council's approved "Phasing Policy for New Large-Scale Residential Plans of 
Subdivision"; 

• The objective of balanced community growth in all three geographic areas 
(Northwest, Northeast and South). 

• Complexity of issues and ·the time necessary to resolve them (e.g. 
environmental impact, neighbourhood concerns); and 
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3 EXPLANATION OF SCHEDULES IN THE DPP 

The 2015 Development Priorities Plan Report is comprised of several schedules with 
development activity statistics for the City of Guelph. In most cases the tables are divided into 
three geographical areas of the City, "Northwest", "Northeast" and "South", that correspond 
with the geographical areas that were used for the Population Projections Report ("City of 
Guelph Household and Population Projections 2001-2027;'). In 2008, new population 
projections were approved as part of the Growth Management Strategy which project a 
population of 175,000 in 2031 and a 1.5% growth rate until 2031. The 2014 Development 
Charges Background Study projects approximately 1000 new dwelling units per year until2011, 
then approximately 1170 new units per year until 2031. 

The Schedules are described in detail below: 

Schedule 1: Dwelling Unit Supply 

This Schedule contains three parts. Part A summarizes development actlvlty as 
anticipated in the DPP that occurred in 2014 in three tables. The first table in Part A 
reports on subdivisions that were registered in 2014. Table 2 shows zone changes 
approved outside of plans of subdivision that are greater than 10 units in size. These 
two types of development approvals make up the DPP housing unit supply, but it does 
not account for the City's total housing supply, which would also include lots created 
by severance and accessory apartments. Both of these tables also identify whether 
developments were in the Built Boundary or Greenfield area. Table 3 is the combined 
total development activity that occurred in Built and Greenfield areas. 

The unit counts shown in · these tables are potential dwelling units and are not 
indicative of building permit activity. Potential dwelling units count the total number of 
dwelling units that could be created if the registered plans or rezoned sites were fully 
built out in accordance with the maximum number of dwelling units permitted in the 
approved zoning. 

Table 1 shows that five (5) plans of subdivision (or phases of plans) achieved 
registration or executed a subdivision agreement in 2014. These plans provide a total of 
1036 potential dwelling units; 31% of the units are detached/ semi-detached and 69% 
are multi-residential units. Through Council's approval of the 2014 DPP, a maximum 
of 1509 potential units could have been registered in 2014. 

Table 2 shows that an additional 1454 units were approved through zone changes and 
condominiums. Table 3 summarizes the first two tables and shows that in total 884 
potential infill units and 1606 greenfield units were created in 2014 for a total of 2490 
units. 

Part B of Schedule 1 compares the actual and approved registrations by year from 2001 
to 2014, broken down by the different unit types. 
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Part C of Schedule 1 provides a table that compares the potential dwelling units created 
by year against the DPP registration target for the same time period. Table C illustrates 
that registration targets are typically higher than actual development registration, which 
accommodates the uncertainty associated with subdivision registration timing and the 
need for flexibility for developers. 

Schedule 2: Subdivision Registration Activity 

Table A, entitled "Plans of Subdivision Anticipated to be Registered in 2015" 
provides the recommended dwelling unit limit that City Staff are 
recommending City Council approve for the year 2015 and the individual plans 
or phases of plans that could be developed. The recommendation for the 2015 
DPP is a total of 686 potential units in five plans of subdivision (or phases). All of the 
proposed units to be registered in subdivisions would occur in Greenfield areas. The 
number of potential registrations and units created responds to the capacity that is 
available when the City's long-term annual anticipated growth projection is applied to 
recent subdivision registration activity. 

Table B is a Summary of Expected Registration Activity by Year in terms of Dwelling 
Unit Targets. This Schedule summarizes the staging of development for plans of 
subdivision for the years 2015, 2016 and post 2016. The portion of the table entitled 
"2016 Anticipated Registrations" is a summary of the likely registration activity in the 
year 2016, based on input received from the Development Community and staff's 
assessment of the criteria for determining the priority for subdivision registration. This 
portion of the table is not a commitment for registration during 2016 because 
the DPP is approved on an annual basis and provides a Council commitment 
for the next year only (in this case 2015). It is however, staff's best estimate of the 
plans that could be registered during 2016. 

The final p<;>rtion of the table entitled "Post 2016 Anticipated Registrations" 
summarizes the potential dwelling units within all remaining plans of subdivision that 
have received Draft Plan approval or have been submitted on a preliminary basis to the 
City. There are approximately 1504 potential units in proposed plans of subdivision 
that are projected to be registered post 2016. 

Table C in Schedule 2 is a summary of total dwelling unit inventory in potential plans 
of subdivision in the DPP over time which shows that the total amount of housing 
supply in subdivision plans is being steadily built out. 

Schedule 3: Draft Plan Approval Activity 

This scheduleprovides information on expected Draft Plan Approval (DPA) activity in 
the City. The table entitled "Plans Anticipated to be considered for Draft Plan 
Approval in 2015" highlights the draft plans (or phases) that staff expect will be 
ready to be considered by Council during 2015. Inclusion in this table does not 
guarantee that the plan will be presented to Council for consideration of DPA in 2015 
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nor does it commit Council to approving all, or any portion, of the plan. Staff will, 
however, allocate time and resources to evaluating the application and resolving issues 
associated with these draft plans so that they can be considered for DPA by Council in 
2015. Five (5) residential plans of subdivision are proposed in this table with a total of 
1319 potential units, four within the Greenfield area of the City and one within the 
Built Boundary. 

The 2006 DPP was the first year that a schedule for plans of subdivision seeking Draft 
Plan approval (DPA) formed part of the DPP. This inclusion responded to a new 
policy supported by Council dealing with the phasing of new large-scale residential 
subdivisions. The policy requires that draft plan approval of residential subdivisions 
containing more than 200 potential dwelling units or greater than 10 hectares in area be 
brought forward for consideration in logical phases in keeping with the approved DPP. 

Table B, tided "Comparison of Actual and Approved Draft Plans by Year" shows the 
total number of units in plans of subdivision (or phases) that actually received Draft 
Plan approval by Council compared to what was approved in that year's DPP. In the 
2014 DPP, 1319 units in five Draft Plans of Subdivision were included to be 
considered for Draft Plan Approval. As of December 31 s\ 2014, none of these draft 
plan of subdivision applications were approved by Council. While one plan (55 and 75 
Cityview Drive) was draft approved by Council on February 8, 2015, the remainder of 
these draft plans are still in the review process. 

Schedule 4: Development Priorities Plan, Draft Approved and Preliminary Plans 

This schedule consists of two components and provides the details that generated the 
Summary provided in Schedule 2C: 

1. A table showing the total number of potential dwelling units in Draft 
Approved and Preliminary Plans of Subdivision by geographic area of the City. 
(Please note the total number of dwelling units provided on this chart is 
the same as the total found on Schedule 2). 

2. Tables showing the detailed land use breakdown of the individual Draft Plans 
of Subdivision by geographic area of the City. The headings and information 
provided in these tables are described in more detail in Section 4 of this 
report "Explanation of Columns and Headings". 

Schedule 5: Maps of Development Activity 

Two maps showing anticipated development activity are included in this schedule: 

1. Proposed Timing of Subdivision Registration 

Map of the City providing a visual presentation of the recommended priority and 
timing for the plans of subdivision, as shown in Schedules 2 and 4. 

2. Zoned Development Sites and Proposed Zone Changes 
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This map presents a visual presentation of vacant infill townhouse and apartment sites 
not included in Registered Plans of subdivision. Sites that are zoned and vacant are 
considered to be part of the short term supply of unconstructed units. Sites that have 
significant constraints including an identified brownfield or a site that currently has a 
building that is in use have been identified on this map. These sites with significant 
constraints are included in the medium-term supply to reflect the likelihood that they 

. will not be developed in the short term due to the added costs and c~mplexity of 
development on such sites. 

Schedule 6: Update on Water and Waste Water Flows 

The tables in Schedule 6 provide the latest information on Water and Wastewater 
capacity. The tables are updated and included in the Development Priorities Plan on an 
annual basis. On an individual draft plan of subdivision application basis, staff will 
continue to confirm that the subdivision application is consistent with the approved 
Development Priorities Plan and therefore, the subdivision application would fall 
within the water and wastewater capacity criteria shown on the tables included in the 
approved Development Priorities Plan for the current year. 

The City of Guelph allocates physical water and wastewater capacity at the time of 
registration as per an agreement with the Ministry of the Environment (MOE). Over 
the past five years, conservation, efficiency and reduced sewer inflow/infiltration have 
allowed development to occur without significantly increasing annual water supply or 
wastewater treatment flows. 

With respect to wastewater treatment, the City must ensure that the planning 
commitment for capacity does not exceed the assimilative capacity of the Speed River. 
Wastewater Services has prepared a 50 year Wastewater Treatment Master Plan which 
provides direction for wastewater treatment infrastructure planning, investment and 
implementation to the year 2054 and has updated the 1998 Class Environmental 
Assessment to confirm the ability of the Speed River to receive a 9,000m3 /day 
expansion in flow from the existing wastewater treatment plant. At this time, 
Wastewater Services is carrying out an optimization of the plant. Demonstration work 
is currently underway to assess the potential to re-rate the facility. On completion of 
the demonstration, an application will be made to the MOE for re-rating. 

The City currently has an agreement with Guelph Eramosa Township to treat 
wastewater from the Village of Rockwood. In 2010, Council approved a staff 
recommendation to increase the quantity of wastewater treatment allocation for 
Rockwood to 1,710 cubic metres per day (m3 /day) and an agreement has been signed 
on July 13, 2012. The servicing commitrllent in the Schedule 6 table includes an 
allocation of 1, 710 cubic metres per day to the Village of Rockwood .. 

With respect to water supply, the Cit}' must ensure that the long-range water supply 
commitments to draft plans are below the rated capacity. In 2006, Water Services 
completed and Council approved a Water Supply Master Plan (WSMP) and an update 
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of the master plan was completed in 2014. The goal of the Water Supply Master Plan is 
the provision of an adequate and sustainable supply of water to meet the current and 
future needs of all customers. The WSMP Update (2014) conducted a review of the 
water system well capacity which included all of the available wells in the City and 
determined the total well capacity to be 83,836 m3 /day. However, in 2015, three well 
supplies will be removed from serVice for extended testing and repairs. Restoration of 
the wells may result in a down grading of the individual wells and the total systeni 
capacity. The Firm Capacity has been reduced to 72,336 m3 /day as a result of the 
temporary loss of the three wells. In September, 2006, the City received approval from 
the MOE for a Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to increase the water taking at 
the Ark ell Spring Grounds by approximately 9, 200 m3 /day. With the EA approval, 
commissioning of the additional water capacity has confirmed the additional capacity 
of 9,200 m3 /day which is included in the total system capacity of 83,836 m3 /day. 
However, the Planning Capacity may be reduced if the full capacity of the three wells is 
not restored. As a contingency, the Planning Capacity was reduced by 20 percent of the 
proposed 9,200 m3 /day increase from Arkell to 81,996 m3 /day. The WSMP Update 
also recommended implementation of conservation and efficiency strategies to ensure 
the best use of the City's existing water resources. The Schedule 6 table includes the 
revised Firm Capacity of 72,336 m3 /day and the revised Planning Capacity of 81 ,996 
m3 /day as described above. The Schedule 6 table will be reviewed on an annual basis 
and the Firm Capacity and Planning Capacity will be adjusted based on well capacity 
assessments. 

An examination of the information regarding water and wastewater treatment flows 
(see Schedule 6) indicates that the City still has capacity to handle the commitments for 
the . future dwelling units currendy registered and draft plan approved. The data 
indicates that the current wastewater treatment plant has the capacity for the 
registration of an additional 3,455 units of residential development, which equates to 
approximately 5 years of growth based on the population projections. For water, the 
data indicates a current capacity to register an additional 5,140 dwelling units, which 
equates to approximately a 7.5 year of growth based on the population projections. In 
addition, long range forecasting shows the City has wastewater treatment capacity for 
approximately 9,530 additional residential units and water supply capacity for 12,224 
units. 

4 EXPLANATION OF COLUMNS AND HEADINGS IN SCHEDULE 4 

The following is an explanation of the columns and headings found in the tables featured in 
Schedule 4. Schedule 4 is broken out into geographic areas of the City; Northeast, Northwest 
and South. 

2015 DPP 

FILE NUMBER (DESCRIPTION) 

The City file number and subdivision name are provided for each proposed plan of · 
subdivision (e.g. Northeast Residential, 23T-98501, Watson East). 

STATUS 
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2015 DPP 

The files/ subdivisions are either: 

1. Draft Approved (City Council has approved) . 
2. Preliminary (Formal applications have been received and are being 

reviewed by City Staff). 
3. Future (Unofficial Proposals have been received by City Staff, but no 

·formal application has been made). · 

No development will be identified in the DPP until, at least, an Unofficial 
Proposal has been filed with the City. 

RESIDENTIAL 

The number of potential dwelling units from the residential portion of a 
subdivision, yet to be registered, is presented in four columns: 

D = detached dwellings 
SD = semi-detached dwellings 
TH = townhouse dwellings* 
APT = apartment dwellings* 

* The dwelling unit numbers for Townhouse and Apartment dwellings is based on 
the maximum densities permitted by the Zoning By-law. The actual number of 
dwelling units eventually built on individual properties may be less than the 
maximum densities allowed. 

COMM, IND, INST, 

The land area (in hectares) within plans of subdivision zoned or proposed for 
Commercial (COMM), Industrial (IND) and Institutional (INST) land uses. 

PARK 

This column includes the land area (in hectares) within plans of subdivision that is 
zoned for Parkland or is proposed to be dedicated to the City for parkland. 

DRAFT PLAN APPROVAL DATE 

For "Draft Approved" plans, the date listed is the actual date of Draft Plan 
approval. For "Preliminary" and "Future Plans" the date listed staff's expectation 
of when that the plan of Subdivision may be presented to Council for 
consideration of Draft Plan approval. This year is not a commitment by Staff 
nor does it guarantee that City Council will support the plan in whole or in 
part. The year provided is an estimate by staff of when the subdivision will 
be ·ready to be reviewed by City Council · after considering the factors 
influencing the consideration of Draft Plan approval. Schedule 3 provides a 
summary of the Draft Plans (or phases) that are anticipated to be considered 
for draft plan approval in 2015. 
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EXPECTED REVENUE (DC'S) 

This column lists the expected revenue to the City via Development Charges (DCs) 
to fully construct the residential component of the given plan of subdivision. 
Development charges are based on current rates which are valid until March 1, 
2015. 

EXPECTED DEVELOPMENT 

This column identifies the priority for registration, given to the plan of subdivision 
or phases of the plan. The year in which the plan of subdivision (or phase) is likely 
to be registered and the potential number of dwelling units are shown. The 
individual plan will either be identified as 2015, 2016 or Post 2016. The 
information from this column is used to create the Summary Table in Schedule 2. 
The timing and phasing is also consistent with the map provided at the end of 
Schedule 4. 

The expected development 1s reviewed on an annual basis and adjusted 
accordingly. 

5 FLEXIBILITY 

Subdivisions that are scheduled and approved to be registered in 2015 may not necessarily 
proceed. In some cases, registration does not proceed as the developer/ owner may decide that 
the market conditions do not warrant the investment to service a particular development. In 
other cases, the time to clear various conditions (e.g. preparation and approval of a necessary 
Environmental Implementation report) may have been underestimated. Under these 
circumstances the DPP flexibility clause allows for development not currently approved to be 
registered in 2015 to be advanced. City Staff have the authority to move the registration of 
developments ahead (e.g. from 2016 to 2015) provided that the dwelling unit target will not be 
exceeded and any capital expense is already approved in the capital budget. The flexibility 
clause is applied using the following procedure: 

1. Evaluation of the registration status of plans of subdivision that are included in 
Schedule 4 for registration in the current DPP by the City Engineer and the Manager 
of Development Planning on or before June 30; 

2. Re-allocation of unit counts from developments that have not signed and registered a 
subdivision agreement and posted a letter of credit by July 31; and 

3. Consultation with developers who have submitted Engineering drawings for review 
and are prepared to sign a subdivision agreement but not included in Schedule 4 of the 
DPP for the current year to ascertain their ability to move forward on or before July 
~- . 

Council approval is required if the requests for . advancement will exceed the dwelling unit 
target or there is an impact on the capital budget. Under this scenario, staff will review the 
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request and prepare a report and recommendation to the Infrastructure, Development and 
Enterprise Committee of Council. . 

6 SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY IN 2014 

Subdivision Registration 

· In total, five (5) draft plans of subdivision or phases achieved registration (see Schedule 1). The 
plans of subdivision registered in 2014 will result in the potential creation of 1036 dwelling 
units. This overall figure is less than the 1509 units that were supported for registration by City 
Council (see Schedule 1). In 2014, all registrations of the residential subdivisions occurred in 
the Greenfield area. 

Approval of Draft Plan of Subdivisions 

There were no draft plan approvals in 2014. The 2014 DPP anticipated a total of 1319 dwelling 
units in five draft plans of subdivisions to achieve Draft Plan Approval. These have been 
carried over into the 2015 recommended draft plan approvals as shown in Schedule 3. 

Zoning By-Law Amendments and Condominium Approvals 

Since the 2009 DPP, staff have monitored other development applications that add to the 
City's dwelling unit supply, including zoning by-law amendments and plans of condominium 
outside of plans of subdivision. The DPP now includes all applications that create more than 
10 residential units. Approvals of these applications by year are shown in Table 2 of Schedule 
1. By the end of December 2014, a total of 1454 potential residential units were created 
through zoning by-law amendments and condominiums. A total of 884 of these units were 
within the Built boundary, almost exClusively &om two large downtown development projects 
(150-152 Wellington Street and 5 Arthur Street). The remaining 570 residential units were 
within the Greenfield area, mainly comprised of two apartment development projects within 
the Eastview Community Mixed Use Node area (78 Starwood Dt1.ve and 144 Watson Parkway 
North). 

7 FORECAST OF SUBDIVISION ACTIVITY FOR 2015 

Interest in obtaining draft plan approval and registration of various subdivisions continues to 
remain strong. The staff recommendation of a total of 686 potential residential units for 
registration in 2015 is based on the objectives of the DPP and the following: 

1. Council's approved growth rate of approximately 1170 units per year starting in 2011 
(previously 1100 units per year) as set out in the Development Charges Background 
Study (2014). 

2. The impact of the Provincial Places to Grow legislation and Growth Plan for the 
Greater Golden Horseshoe that places requirements on where future growth needs to 
occur. ·· 
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Requests to register all or parts of five subdivisions are contained within the recommended 
dwelling unit target of 686 dwellings in Schedule 2 for the 2015 DPP. Three registrations are 
expected in the northeast and two are expected in the south end of the City. 

Staff expect that five residential draft plans of subdivision are likely to be ready to be presented 
to Councilfot consideration of Draft Plan approval during 2015 (see Schedule 3). These 
subdivisions that may be considered for draft plan approval in 2015 include a total of 1319 
dwelling units, with 244 units in the Built Boundary and 107 5 units within the Greenfield area. 

8 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The DPP continues to be an implementation tool for the City's goal of managing growth in a 
balanced sustainable manner. The DPP is also effective in assisting staff in establishing 
priorities for the review and approval of new development from residential plans of 
subdivision. Staff recommend that 686 potential dwelling units be considered for registration 
and 1319 dwelling units be considered for draft plan approval in 2015. These 
recommendations take into account the objectives of the Development Priorities Plan as well 
as the City's Growth Management Strategy and Places to Grow objectives. 

2015 DPP Page 12 of 12 



Schedule 1 

A. Development Activity in 2014 

1. POTENTIAL RESIDENTIAL UNITS CREATED THROUGH REGISTERED PLANS OF SUBDIVISION 
Plan Name Location Detached . Semi-detached* Townhouses* Apartments Total 
'Mitchell t-arm: Chllllco Kun 
61 M-196 w 120 22 98 0 240 

,Kortnght t::ast t-'hase "JA s 56 0 17 0 73 61M-197 
1897 Gordon St s 21 0 36 152 209 
61 M-1 98 

Dallan s 79 26 100 204 409 

Pergola Phase 2 s 0 0 60 45 105 

Total Units Registered in 2014 276 48 311 401 1036 

Units Approved in 2014 DPP 319 110 679 401 1509 

In Built Boundary 0 0 0 0 0 
In Greenfield 276 48 311 401 1036 

2. POTENTIAL RESIDENTIAL UNITS FROM APPROVED ZONE CHANGES AND CONDOMINIUMS 
Address Location Detached Semi-detached* Townhouses* Apartments Total 

158 Fife Road w 0 0 25 0 25 

150-152 Wellington Street DT 0 0 0 144 144 

66 Eastview Road E 0 0 30 0 30 

5 Arthur Street South DT 0 0 39 646 685 

78 Starwood Drive E 0 0 0 405 405 

144 Watson Pkwy N E 0 0 0 133 133 

95 Couling Crescent E 0 2 0 0 2 

50 Law Drive E 5 0 0 0 5 

170-178 Elizabeth Street E 5 0 0 0 5 

12 Summerfield Drive s 2 0 0 0 2 

781 Victoria Road South s 18 0 0 0 18 

Total Units in 2014 30 2 94 1328 1454 

In Built Boundary 30 0 64 790 884 

In Greenfield 0 2 30 538 570 

3. TOTAL POTENTIAL NEW UNITS IN 2014 (1+2) 

In Built Boundary 30 0 64 790 884 

In Greenfield 276 50 341 939 1606 

Total New Units in 2014 . 306 50 405 1729 2490 
• Semi-detached numbers are umt counts *Townhouses and apartments based on approved zonmg 

Location Legend: NE- Northeast Area of the City, NW- Northwest, S- South, DT- Downtown 



B. COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND APPROVED REGISTRATIONS BY YEAR 

Detached Semi-detached Townhouses Apartments 

ACTUAL 2014 Total 276 48 311 401 

APPROVED in 2014 DPP 319 110 679 401 

ACTUAL 2013 Total 117 46 249 99 

APPROVED in 2013 DPP 436 180 799 251 

ACTUAL 2012 Total 130 86 92 0 
APPROVED in 2012 DPP 417 172 469 130 
ACTUAL 2011 Total 276 70 311 401 
APPROVEDin2011 DPP 415 180 181 280 
ACTUAL 2010 Total 103 54 222 165 
APPROVED in 2010 DPP 298 128 382 50 
ACTUAL 2009 Total 138 42 283 123 
APPROVED in 2009 DPP 391 200 404 165 

ACTUAL 2008 Total 175 0 268 246 
APPROVED in 2008 DPP 392 32 300 335 
ACTUAL 2007 Total 590 114 255 0 
APPROVED in 2007 DPP 662 64 361 0 
ACTUAL 2006 Total 522 0 126 0 
APPROVED in 2006 DPP 855 106 326 0 
ACTUAL 2005 Total 759 128 331 0 
APPROVED in 2005 DPP 1056 140 324 0 

ACTUAL 2004 Total 315 66 211 100 

APPROVED in 2004 DPP 805 85 349 100 

ACTUAL 2003 Total 774 60 126 50 

APPROVED in 2003 DPP 926 134 125 0 

ACTUAL 2002 Total 567 120 127 199 

APPROVED in 2002 DPP 1002 152 168 199 

ACTUAL 2001 Total 575 84 410 425 
APPROVED in 2001 DPP 790 166 449 446 

C. Comparison of Approved and Registered 
Dwelling Units by Year 

2000 -.----------------, 

~ 1500 ~~~--~*---------------~~~ 
::> 
0 1 000 +-------f.-.r---l--\-----ii-='"'----~--:7""'---------Jia...j 
II.. 
Q) 
.c 
E 
::::l 
z 

500 +-----------""._.....~-~----~ 

0 +-.--.--,--...,.---,---,--,--,--,--,--,--,--.--i 

R~"- Rl')., Rl":: ~ Rl<:> Rl~ ~ RICO RIOJ "-~ "-" "-')., "-":! ..... ~ 
rfS rfS rfS rfS rfS rfS rfS rfS '1.-(S ').,~ ~ ~ ~ ').,~ 

Year 

-+- Number of Units 
Approved for 
Registration in DPP 

· - Actual Number of 
Units Registered 

Total 

1036 

1509 

511 

1666 

308 

1188 
1058 
1056 
544 

858 
443 

1160 

689 

1059 

959 
1087 
648 
1287 

1218 

1520 

692 

1339 

960 

1185 

1013 

1521 

1494 

1851 



Schedule 2 
Subdivision Registration Activity 

A. Plans of Subdivision Anticipated to be Registered in 2015 

Semi-
Plan Name Location Detached 

Detached 

23T-11502 NE 0 0 
11 Starwood* 

23T-11501 NE 0 0 
115 Fleming Ph 2* 
23T-12501 NE 70 14 
55 & 75 Cityview Ph 1 
23T-01508 s 63 62 
Kortright E Ph 3B* 

23T-14502 
30 

Hart's Farm Phase 1 

23T-07506 s 64 36 
Vic Park West Ph 1 * 

Overall Total 227 112 

Portion of Total in Built Boundary 30 0 

Portion of Total in Greenfield 197 112 
(*)-earned over from approved 2014 DPP; 

B. Summary of Expected Registration Activity by Year 

Sector 

Northeast 
Northwest 
South 
Subtotal 

In Built Boundary 
In Greenfield 

Northeast 
Northwest 
South 
Subtotal 

In Built Boundary 
In Greenfield 

Northeast 
Northwest 
South 
Subtotal 

In Built Boundary 
In Greenfield 

Singles Semi
Detached 

2015 Proposed Registrations 
70 14 
0 0 

157 98 
227 112 
30 0 

197 112 

301 
0 

46 
347 

0 
347 

2016 Anticipated Registrations• 
180 68 199 
0 0 0 

187 58 185 
367 126 384 
47 8 86 

320 118 298 

Post 2016 Anticipated Registrations 
102 0 . 15 
0 0 0 
60 0 195 
162 0 210 
60 0 35 
102 0 175 

Townhouses 

201 

51 

49 

17 

29 

347 

0 

347 

Apartments 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

152 
0 
0 

152 
0 

152 

122 
521 
489 
1132 
89 

1043 
•2016 Reg1strat1ons are an est1mate only and could change based on wh1ch plans are ready to proceed. 

IOtal 
Apartments Housing 

_U_ni!s 

0 201 

0 51 

0 133 

0 142 

30 

0 129 

0 686 

0 30 

0 656 

Total 

385 
0 

301 
686 

30 
656 

599 
0 

430 
1029 

141 
888 

239 
521 
744 

1504 
184 

1320 



C. Total Dwelling Unit Inventory iri Potential Plans of Subdivision by Year 

Year 

I 
Singles 

I Semi- ~Townhouse, Apartments I Total 
Detached 

2015 756 238 941 1284 3219 
2014 1020 286 1189 2209 4704 
~013 1073 296 · 1498 2592 .. 5459 
2012 1213 .372 •1408 2539 5532 
2011 1712 370 1180 2148 5410 
2010 1858 410 1518 1941 5727 
2009 2122 364 1684 1757 5927 
2008 2297 486 1841 2354 6978 
2007 2780 486 1739 2253 7258 
2006 3082 450 1848 1964 7344 
2005 3767 646 2198 2013 8624 
2004 3867 734 2012 2071 8684 
2003 4132 806 1752 1935 8625 
2002 4141 831 1628 2127 8727 



SCHEDULE 3 
DRAFT PLAN APPROVAL ACTIVITY 

A Plans Anticipated to be Considered for Draft Plan Approval in 2015 

Plan Name Location Detached 
Semi-

Townhouses fb.partment~ Total 
Detached 

23T -12502 (*) 
20 & 37 Cityview Drive· NE 98 46 66 54 264 
23T-12501(*) 
55 & 75 Cityview Drive NE 103 28 91 103 325 
23T-11503 
635 Woodlawn Road East NE 134 0 20 117 271 
23T-01508(*) 
Kortright East Phase 4 s 157 58 0 0 215 
:.!~ l-14bU:.! 

Hart's Farm s 120 0 35 89 244 

Overall Total 612 132 212 363 1319 

Total in Built Boundary 120 0 35 89 244 

Total in Greenfield 492 132 177 274 1075 

(*)-carried over from approved 2014 DPP 

B. Comparison of Actual and Approved Draft Plans by Year 

I I Semi- I· . ·I I Detached detached Townhouses* Apartments* Total 

ACTUAL OVERALL TOTAL (2014) 0 0 0 0 0 

APPROVED in 2014 DPP 612 132 212 363 1319 

ACTUAL OVERALL TOTAL (2013) 0 0 201 0 201 

APPROVED in 2013 DPP 411 72 383 102 968 

ACTUAL OVERALL TOTAL (2012) 181 112 225 205 723 

APPROVED in 2012 DPP 380 112 452 205 1149 

ACTUAL OVERALL TOTAL (2011) 221 70 167 425 883 

APPROVED in 2011 DPP 304 96 258 668 1326 

ACTUAL OVERALL TOTAL (201 0) 0 0 0 0 0 

APPROVED in 2010 DPP 156 86 132 230 604 

ACTUAL OVERALL TOTAL (2009) 138 42 370 123 673 

APPROVED in 2009 DPP 334 74 549 77 1034 

ACTUAL OVERALL TOTAL (2008) 68 94 25 165 352 

APPROVED in 2008 DPP 459 156 123 402 1140 

ACTUAL OVERALL TOTAL (2007) 34 0 64 0 98 

APPROVED in 2007 DPP - - - - 675 



File# 
(Description) 

Northeast 
Northwest 
South 

Total 

Note: 
D =Single Detached 
SO= Semi-Detached 
TH =Townhouse 
APT = Apartment 

Schedule 4 

Summary of Residential Units in 
Draft Approved and Preliminary Plans 

D 

352 
0 

404 

756 

Residential 
SD TH 

82 515 
0 0 

156 426 

238 941 

Comm = Commercial 
lnd = Industrial 
lnst = Institutional 

APT Comm lnd 
(ha.) (ha.) 

274 0.656 2.884 
521 3.52 0 
489 0 0 

1284 4.176 2.884 
3219 

lnst ·Park 
(ha.) (ha.) 

0 1.39 
0 . 0 

0 0 

0 1.39 



Schedule 4 continued 

Development Priorities Plan Draft Approved and Preliminary Plans 

Northwest Residential 
Expected Residential Units Expected 

File# Status Registration D so TH APT Comm lnd lnst Park Revenue 
(Description) Timing (ha.) (ha.) (ha.) (ha.) (based on 2015 DC's) 

1 : 

23T-86004 Draft Approved: Post 2016 0 0 0 521 3.52 TBD $8,667,356 
West Hills December 23, 1987 

(Greenfie ld) . 

Servicing Comments: .None. 

Timing Comments: Developer is reviewing final area of plan in conjunction with proposed realignment of Whitelaw Road. New draft plan expected which will include a park 
(size to be determined). Site is currently under appeal -extent of woodlot to be protected is yet to be determined. 

2013 DPP Schedule 4 - NW Res 



Schedule 4 continued 

Development Priorities Plan Draft Approved and Preliminary Plans 

Northeast Industrial 
Expected Residential DC 

File# Status Registration D SD TH APT Comm lnd lnst Park Expenditure/ 
(Description) Timing (ha.) (ha.) (ha.) (ha.) Revenue 

1 
23T -98501 I 23T06501 Draft Approved Post 2016 2.884 TBD 

Watson Creek March 20, 2001 
(Gree nfield) 

Servicin!1 Comments: Improvements to .Watson Road required. 

Timin!1 Comments: Third Draft Plan Approval extension lapses on March 20, 2017. 

2013 DPP Schedule 4- NE IND 



Schedule 4 continued 

Development Priorities Plan Draft Approved and Preliminary Plans 

Northeast Residential 
Expected Residential Expected 

File# Status Registration D so TH APT Comm lnd lnst Park Revenue 
(Description) Timing (ha.) (ha.) (ha.) (ha.) (based on 2015 DC's) 

1 

23T-11502 Draft Approved 2015 0 0 201 0 TBD $4,184,217 
East Node (north side 

of Starwood) 
11 Starwood Dr. (OMB decision) 

(Greenfield) 

Servicin~ Comments: None. 

Timing Comments: None. 

2 
23T-11501 Draft Approved Phase 2: 2015 0 0 51 0 $1 ,061,667 

115 Fleming . September 4, 2012 
(Greenfield) 

Servicin~ Comments: None. 

Timing Comments: None. 

3 
23T12501 Draft Approved Phase 1: 2015 70 14 49 0 $3,341 ,709 

55 & 75 Cityview February 9, 2015 Phase 2: 2016 33 14 42 103 $1 ,677,111 
(Greenfield) 

Servicin~ Comments: Requires improvements to Cityview Drive and outlet to 20 & 37 Cityview lands. 

Timin~ Comments: 

2015 DPP Schedule 4- NE RES 



Schedule 4 continued 

Development Priorities Plan Draft Approved and Preliminary Plans 

Northeast Residential 
Expected Residential Expected 

File# Status Registration D so TH APT Comm lnd lnst Park Revenue 
(Description) Timing (ha:) (ha.) (ha.) (ha.) (based on 2015 DC's) 

4 
23T-07502 Draft Approved Phase 2-2016 3 8 8 0 0.12 $470,565 

312-316 Gran!:le Rd January 12, 2009 
(Built Boundary) 

Servicing Comments: · None 

Timin!:l Comments: Phase 2 to proceed with 23T-07505 (300 Grange Road). Draft plan extension granted with no lapsing date. 

5 ; 

23T-07505 Draft Approved 2016 14 0 78 0 0.1 $2,010,67:2 
300 Grange Rd January 12, 2009 

(Built Boundary) 

Servicing Comments: None 

Timin!:l Comments: 5 year draft plan extenstion granted until December 8, 2019. 

6 
-

23T12502 Preliminary Phase 1: 2016 98 46 66 0 1.17 $5,353,938 

20 & 37 Cityview Drive Phase 2: post 2016 0 0 0 54 $898,344 
(Greenfield) 

Servicing Comments: Requires improvements to Cityview Drive 

Timin!:l Comments: . New draft plan application incorporates the unregistered lots from the Valleyhaven subdivision (20 lots previously draft approved 23T-99501/23T-
96501 ). Draft Plan aooroval exoected 2015. · 

7 
23T-11503 Preliminary Phase 1: 2016 32 0 5 49 0.656 TBD $1,803,697 

635 Woodlawn Phases 2-4, Post 2016 102 0 15 68 $4,262,681 
(Greenfield) 

Servicin!:l Comments: Requires retrofit/upgrade to existing SWM Pond #1, sanitary pumping station required to service the lands. 

Timing Comments: Requires draft plan approval and rezoning, expected in 2015, expect registration in 4 phases. 

2015 DPP Schedule 4 - NE RES 



Schedule 4 continued 

Development Priorities Plan Draft Approved and Preliminary Plans 

South Industrial 
t:xpecteCI KeSICientlal UnitS Expected 

File# Status Registration D so TH APT Comm lnd lnst Park Revenue 
(Description) Timing (ha.) (ha.) (ha.) (ha.) (based on 2015 DC's) 

1 
23T -03501 (SP-0201) Draft Approved Phase 3- post 2016 167 TBD 

Hanlon Creek November 8, 2006 
Business Park 

(Greenfield) 

Servicing Comments: 

Timing Comments: 5 year draft plan extension granted until November 8, 2016 

2015 DPP Schedule 4- S INO 



Schedule 4 continued 

Development Priorities Plan Draft Approved and Preliminary Plans 

South 
Expected Residential Units ·Expected 

File# Status Registration D so TH APT Comm lnd lnst Park Revenue 
(Description) Timing (ha.) (ha.) (ha.) (ha.) Based on 2015 DCs 

1 
23T-01508 Draft Approved: Phase 3S: 2015 63 62 17 0 1.023 $3,808,764 

Kortright East Ph 3: Oct 1, 2012 Ph4: 2016 157 58 0 0 0 $5,942,385 
(Greenfield) Preliminary: Ph5: Post 2016 0 0 160 400 0 $9,985,120 

Phases 4 & 5 

Servicin11 Comments: None. 

Timina Comments: Draft Plan approval required for phases 4 and 5. Phase 4 DPA anticipated 2015. 

5 
23T-07506 Draft Approved Phase 1: 2015 64 36 29 0 0.9 $3,367,593 

Victoria Park West 2011 Phase 2: 2016 0 0 185 0 $3,851 ,145 
Redlined draft plan 

(Grecnficl~l) aooroved at OMS 

Servicing Comments: None. 

Timing Comments: Red line Amendment Application approved at OMS- 2014 

6 
23T-14502 Preliminary Phase 1: 2015 30 0 0 0 tbd $829,170 

Hart's Farm Phase 2: 2016 30 0 0 0 . $624,510 
(Built Boundary) Phase 3: post 2016 60 0 35 89 $1 ,831,280 

Servicina Comments: To be determined. 

Timing Comments: Draft plan approval expected in 2015. 

2015 DPP Schedule 4 - S. RES 
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Built-Up Area 

D Built Boundary 

[_] City Boundary 

Plan Registration Timing 

2015 

D 2o16 

D Post 2016 

Subdivision Number Subdivision Name 
23T86004 West Hills 

23T98501/23T06501 Watson Creek 

23T01508 Kortright East Ph 3 

23T01508 Kortright East Ph 4 

23T01508 Kortright East Ph 5 

1 - -

6 23T03501 Hanlon Creek Business Park Ph 3 

7 23T07502 312/316 Grange Ph 2 

8 23T07505 300 Grange 

9 23T07506 Victoria Park West Ph 1 

10 23T07506 Victoria Park West Ph 2 

11 23T11501 115 Fleming Ph 2 

12 23T11502 East Node (north) 11 Starwood 

13 23T11503 635 Woodlawn Ph 1 

14 23T11503 635 Woodlawn Ph 2-4 

15 23T12501 55 & 75 Cityview Ph 1 

16 23T12501 55 & 75 Cityview Ph 2 

17 23T12502 . 20 & 37 Cityview Ph 1 

18 23T12502 20 & 37 Cityview Ph 2 

19 23T14502 Hart's Farm Ph 1 

20 23T14502 Hart's Farm Ph 2 

21 23T14502 Hart's Farm Ph 3 
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undertake to guarantee the validity of the contents of the 
digital or hardcopy map files, and will not be liable for any 
claims for damages or loss arising from their application or 
interpretation, by any party. It is not intended to replace a 
survey or be used for legal descri ption. This map may not 
be re-produced without the permission of the City of 
Guelph. Please contact the City of Guelph's GIS group for 
additional information at 519-822-1260. 

Produced using information under License with 
the Grand River Conservation Authority 
© Grand River Conservation Authority, 2009 [2009] . 
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- Zoned Development Sites 

- Proposed Zone Changes a Built Boundary 

City Boundary 
. 

JD Type Address 

Al Apartment 95 Woodlawn Rd E 

A2 Apartment 106 Sunnylea Cres 

A3 Apartment 237 Janefield Ave 

A4 Apartment 375 Edinburgh Rd 5 

A5 Apartment College Ave W 
A6 Apartment 251 Exhibition St 

A7 Apartment 43 Speedva le Ave W 
AS Apartment 64 Duke St 
A9 Apartment 5 Arthur St 5 

AlO Apartment 404 - 408 Wi llow St 

All Apartment Gemmel Lane 

A12 Apartment 120 Westmount Rd 
A14 Apartment SllverCreek Junction 

A15 Apartment 781-783 Wellington St W 
A16 Apartment 1274, 1280, 1288 Gordon St 
AlB Apartment Starwood and Watson 

A19 Apartment 55 DelhiSt 

A20 Apartment 0 Watson Pky N 
T1 Townhouse 72 York Rd 
T3 Townhouse 288 Woolwich St 
T4 Townhouse 515 Woolwich St 
T6 Townhouse 11 Cltyv1ew DrS 

T7 Townhouse 64 Duke St 

T8 Townhouse 168 Fife Rd 
TlO Townhouse 39-47 Arkell Rd /1480 Gordo 

T12 Townhou.se 180 Gordon St 

T13 Townhouse SO Stone Rd E 
T14 Townhouse 139 Morris St 
T16 Townhouse 44, 56, 76 Arkell Rd 
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350 BF 
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405 
12 • 133 
22 BF 
10 BF 
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28 
41 BF 
25 
71 

11 
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64 
78 

Total: 2940 
BF - Historica l land use records indicate this site is a potentia l brownfield 

A - Denotes the site is currently occupied 
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Schedule 6 
2015 DPP Water/Wastewater Firm Capacity 

Explanation: This table shows the determination of how many units can be serviced 
(line 4) after subtracting the actual daily flow used (line 2 a) and 2 b)) and the servicing 
commitments (line 3) from the total available firm capacity (line 1 ). Line 5 shows how 
many units are proposed to be registered in the 2015 Development Priorities Plan and 

. line 6 confirms whether there is capacity available for these units. 

Water Wastewater 
1 Firm Capacity 72,336 m"/day 64,000 m"lday 

2 a) Average Maximum Daily 54,639 m"/day N.A. 
Flow (water) 

2 b) Average Daily Flow N.A. 48,802 m"/day 
(wastewater) 

3 Servicing Commitments 11,563 m"/day 11,309 m"/day 
(9,248 units) (9,248 units) 

4 Available Servicing 5,826 units 4,141 units 
Capacity to Register 
New Dwelling Units 
(Uncommitted Reserve 
Capacity) 

5 Units to be Registered in 686 units 686 units 
2015 based on the 
proposed Development 
Priorities Plan 

6 Capacity Available YES YES 
(5,140 units) (3,455 units) 

Notes 

1. Total Available Firm Capacity: 
Water - the physical capacity of the constructed water infrastructure to deliver an 
annual daily flow of 72,336 m3/day of water supply. 

Wastewater - the physical capacity of the constructed wastewater infrastructure 
to deliver an annual daily flow of 64,000 m3/day of wastewater treatment 

2. a) Maximum Daily Flow (water) is the actual maximum daily flow based on the 
past three year average. 

b) Average Daily Flow (wastewater) is the actual average daily flow for 
wastewater treatment based on the past three year average. 

3. Servicing Commitments are registered and zoned lots/blocks that could 
currently proceed to building permit and construction. The figure for servicing 
commitment for wastewater treatment also includes a total of 1,710 m3/day 
committed to the Village of Rockwood. 



Schedule 6 
2015 DPP Water/Wastewater Planning Capacity 

Explanation: This table shows the determination of how many units can be serviced 
(line 5) after subtracting the actual daily fJow used (line 2 a) and 2 b)) , the servicing 
commitments (line 3) and the draft plan approval commitments (line 4) from the total 
available planning capacity (line 1 ). Line 6 indicates how many units are proposed to be 
draft plan approved in the 2015 Development Priorities Plan and line 7 confirms whether 
there is capacity avail. able for these units. 

Water Wastewater 
1 Planning Capacity 81,996 m"/day 73,300 m"/day 
2 a) Average Maximum Daily 54,639 m"/day N.A. 

Flow (water) 
2 b) Average Daily Flow N.A. 48,802 m"/day 

(wastewater) 

3 Servicing Commitments 13,100 m"/day 14,309 m"/day 
(12,443 units) (12,443 units) 

4 Draft Approval 3,364 m"/day 3,001 m"/day 
Commitments (3, 195 units) (3, 195 units) 

5 Available Servicing 13,543 units 10,849 units 
Capacity for New Draft 
Plan Approved Units 
(Uncommitted Reserve 
Capacity) 

6 Units to be Draft Plan 1,319 units 1,319units 
approved in 2014 based 
on the proposed 
Development Priorities 
Plan 

7 Capacity Available YES YES 
(12,224 units) (9,530 units) 

Notes 

1. Planning Capacity: 
Water - includes the sum of the existing physical capacity of constructed water 
infrastructure plus additional water pumping certificates of approval, some of 
which are not currently available minus a contingency for loss of supply capacity. 
Additional water supply capacity from the approved Arkell Springs Supply EA has 
been factored into the Planning Capacity shown on this chart. 

Wastewater - based upon the approved assimilative capacity of the Speed River 
the treatment plant may be re-rated and/or expanded to provide an additional 
9,000 m3/day of treatment capacity to bring the total plant capacity to 73,300 
m3/d . 

2. a) Maximum Daily Flow (water) is the actual maximum daily flow based on the 
past three year average . 

. b) Average Daily Flow (wastewater) is the actual average daily flow for 
wastewater treatment based on the past three year average. 

3. Servicing Commitments are registered and zoned lots/blocks that could 
currently proceed to building permit and construction. The City provides servicing 
commitment at the time of lot/block registration in keeping with the agreement 
with the MOE. The figure for servicing commitment for wastewater treatment also 
includes a total of 1,710 m3/day committed to the Village of Rockwood. 
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Please replace Schedule 58 in the 2015 Development Priorities Plan Staff Report 15-36, 
dated May 5, 2015, with the enclosed version. The map and legend have been updated to 
correct identified errors. 

' 

Chris DeVriendt 
Senior Development Planner 
Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise 
City of Guelph 
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STAFF 
REPORT Making. DlffmtKt 

TO Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise Committee 

SERVICE AREA Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise 

DATE May 5, 2015 

SUBJECT 2014 Building Permit Fee Revenues, Costs, Building 
Stabilization Reserve Fund and Annual Setting of Building 
Permit Fees for 2015 

REPORT NUMBER 15-41 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 
To present a summary on 2014 Building Permit Fee Revenues, Costs, the Building 
Stabilization Reserve Fund and to outline new building permit fees being proposed 
for the period from June 1, 2015 to May 31, 2016. 

KEY FINDINGS 
1. The operating budget surplus for the administration and enforcement of the 

Building Code Act for 2014 was $114,405 . This amount was transferred to the 
Building Stabilization Reserve Fund. 

2. The balance in the Building Stabilization Reserve Fund, not including interest, 
was $2,138,117 as of December 31, 2014. 

3. Building permit fees are recommended to increase by 4.26% on June 1, 2015. 
4. Guelph's fees remain competitive with those in neighbouring municipalities 

(i.e. Cambridge, Kitchener and Waterloo). 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
In accordance with the Council approved policy, the balance of the Building 
Stabilization Reserve Fund shall not exceed the anticipated funding for 
approximately one (1) year of operation which was $2,694,179 in 2014. 

The Building Stabilization Reserve Fund remains healthy. 

An increase in building permit fees will assist staff in balancing building permit fee 
revenues against costs and maintaining a related Building Stabilization Reserve 
Fund. 

ACTION REQUIRED 
To receive the Report on 2014 Building Permit Fee Revenues, Costs, Building 
Stabilization Reserve Fund and Annual Setting of Building Permit Fees for 2015. 

To decide whether to approve the recommended building permit fee increases. 

PAGE 1 



STAFF 
REPORT 
RECOMMENDATION 

Making I Dlfflrenct 

1. That the report from Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise dated May 5, 
2015 entitled 2014 Building Permit Fee Revenues, Costs, Building Stabilization 
Reserve Fund and Annual Setting ofBuilding Permit Fees for 2015,be received. 

2. That Council approve the attached Schedule of Building Permit Fees, effective 
June 1, 2015. 

BACKGROUND 

2014 Annual Report on Building Permit Fee Revenues and Costs 
In accordance with Subsection 7( 4) of the Building Code Act, municipalities shall 
prepare an annual report on the total building permit fees collected , the direct and 
indirect costs of delivering services related to the administration and enforcement of 
the Building Code Act and the amount of an established reserve fund. All indirect 
costs (i.e. support and overhead costs) were reviewed utilizing the Ontario Municipal 
Benchmarking Initiative (OMBI) methodology. 

Purpose of the Building Stabilization Reserve Fund 
The Building Code Act allows permit fees to be set to cover only the costs associated 
with the administration and enforcement of the Building Code Act, as well as 
reasonable contributions to a reserve fund. The reserve fund can be used to offset 
lean years, implement service enhancements and to cover unexpected expenses 
related to the administration and enforcement of the Building Code Act. 

Funding of the Building Stabilization Reserve Fund 
Where building permit revenues exceed expenditures, the surplus is transferred to the 
reserve fund. Where expenditures exceed building permit revenues, funds are 
transferred from the reserve fund. 

Building Stabilization Reserve Fund Balance 
The balance of the reserve fund shall not exceed the anticipated funding for 
approximately 1 year of operation of Building Services for the administration and 
enforcement of the Building Code Act only ($2,694,179 in 2014 ). This balance will 
provide staff with an upper limit to freeze automatic increases and the ability to 
maintain a healthy reserve fund. 

Automatic Setting of Building Permit Fees 
In 2010, City Council approved the automatic increase of building permit fees to be 
equal to the increase to the City of Guelph's Tax-Supported Operating budget (3.55% 
in 2015) plus 20 percent (0. 71 %) of the increase, which results in a 4.26% increase 
to fees in 2015. Thi.s formula has been used to determine the annual fee increases 
since that time. The automatic setting of the Building Permit fees will be frozen when 
the Building Stabilization Reserve Fund Balance reaches the upper limit. 
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· STAFF 
REPORT Making • DifffmKt 

The new fees come into effect on June 1st of each year to allow time for staff to 
compare the year-end Building Stabilization Reserve Fund balance to the established 
cap on the reserve fund, advertise the required Public Notice and inform our industry 
partners. 

REPORT 

2014 Permit Fee Revenues, Costs and Reserve Fund 
See Attachment 1 for a summary of total fee revenues collected, direct and indirect 
costs, surplus transferred to the reserve fund and the balance in the reserve fund, not 
including interest, is $2,138,117 as of December 31, 2014. 

Public Notice 
As required by the Build ing Code Act, when a municipality is proposing changes to 
their building permit fees, the municipality must hold a public meeting concerning the 
proposed changes and must provide a minimum of 21 days notice prior to the public 
meeting, which will be the Council meeting on May 25, 2015. A Public Notice was 
placed in the Guelph Tribune on April 23, 2015. 

CORPORATE STRATEGIC PLAN 
Strategic Direction #2.3: Ensure accountability, transparency and engagement. 

DEPARTMENTAL CONSULTATION - N/A 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
In accordance with the Council approved policy, the balance of the Building 
Stabilization Reserve Fund shall not exceed the anticipated funding for approximately 
one (1) year of operation which was $2,694,179 in 2014. 

The Building Stabilization Reserve Fund remains healthy. 

An increase in building permit fees will assist staff in balancing building permit fee 
revenues against costs and maintaining a related Building Stabilization Reserve Fund. 

COMMUNICATIONS 
1. A Public Notice was advertised in the Guelph Tribune April 23, 2015, as required by 

the Building Code Act. 
2. An information notice will also be sent to industry partners affected by the increase 

in building permit fees. 
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STAFF 
REPORT 
ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment 1 
Attachment 2 

2014 Permit Fee Revenues, Costs and Reserve Fund 
Schedule of Building Permit Fees 

Prepared By: 
Bruce Poole 
Chief Building Official 

Approv;J!C 
Todd Salter 
General Manager 
Planning, Urban Design and 
Building Services 
519-822-1260, ext. 2395 
todd .salter@guelph.ca 

Qi~CL 
Recommended By 
AI Horsman 
Deputy CAO 
Infrastructure, Development and 
Enterprise 
519-822-1260, ext. 5606 
al.horsman@guelph.ca 

Making 1 Dlffertn<t 
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Attachment 1 

2014 PERMIT FEE REVENUES, COSTS AND RESERVE FUND 

1. TOTAL BUILDING PERMIT FEE REVENUES COLLECTED ..... 

2. a) Total Direct Costs of administration and 
enforcement of the Building Code Act, including 
the review of applications for permits and 
inspection of buildings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $2,243,179 

b) Total Indirect Costs of administration and 
enforcement of the Building Code Act, including 
support and overhead costs. . . . . . . . . . . . . . $451,000 

TOTAL COSTS OF DELIVERING SERVICES 
RELATED TO THE ADMINISTRATION AND 
ENFORCEMENT OF THE BUILDING CODE ACT .. 

3. TRANSFER TO RESERVE FUND FROM OPERATING BUDGET .... 

4. TOTAL AMOUNT OF BUILDING STABILIZATION 
RESERVE FUND AS OF DECEMBER 31, 2014 .............. . 

$2,808,583 

$2,694,179 

$114,405 

$2,138,117 



Attachment 2 
Sche~ule of Permit Fees 
Effective June 1, 2015 SCHEDULE "A" 

of By-law Number (2015)- ?? 
being new Schedule "A" of By-law (2012)-19356 

Fees for a required Permit are set out in this Schedule and are due and payable upon 
submission of an application for a Permit. 

Classes of Permits 
Permit Fee Flat Fee 
($ perft2 ) ($) 

NEW BUILDINGS, ADDITIONS, MEZZANINES 

Group A: Assembly Buildings 
(Shell) 2.04 

(Finished) 2.35 

Outdoor Patio/Picnic Shelter 190.00 

Outdoor Public Pool 760.00 

Group B: Detention, Care & Treatment and Care Buildings 
(Shell) 2.21 

(Finished) 2.53 

Group C: Residential 
Single Detached Dwelling, Semi Detached Dwelling, Duplex Dwelling and Townhouses 1.25 

Garage/Carport (per bay), Shed, Deck, Porch, Ext. Stairs, Ext. Ramps 95.00 

Hot Tubs, Low-Rise Residential Solar Collectors (per application) 95.00 

Other Residential Solar Collectors (per application) 380.00 

Swimming Pools 190.00 

Apartment Building 1.19 

Hotels/Motels 1.97 

Residential Care Facility 1.62 

Group D: Business and Personal Services Buildings 
Office Buildings (Shell) 1.67 

Office Buildings (Finished) 1.97 

GroupE: Mercantile Buildings 
Retail Stores (Shell) 1.11 

Retail Stores (Finished) 1.39 

Group F: Industrial Buildings 
Warehouse, Factories 0.87 

Parking Garage 0.74 

Farm Building 0.42 

Foundation, Conditional Permit 0.12 

INTERIOR FINISHES: All Classifications 
Interior finishes to previously unfinished areas (Including finishing of residential basements 0.39 
and major renovations) · 

ALTERATIONS/ RENOVATIONS: All Classifications 
Alterations and renovations to existing finished areas, new roof structures, rack storage 0.35 

MINOR ALTERATIONS: 95.00 
Partitions, Washrooms, New Entry, Minor Demolitions (500 sq . ft. or less) 

SPECIAL CATEGORIES: 
Accessory Apartments I Lodging Houses 0.35/190.00 min . 
Air Supported Structures 0.44 
Temporary Tents - per application 190.00 

Temporary Buildings 380.00 
Portables- per application (excludes port-a-pak) 190.00 

Major Demolitions (more than 500 sq. ft.) 0.03/190.00 min. 
Change of Use Permit (with no renovations) 190.00 

MISCELLANEOUS: 
Fireplace 1 Woodstove (each) 95.00 

Elevator, Escalator, Lift 380.00 
Demising Wall/Firewall 95 .00 
Ceiling (new or replace per square foot) 0.06 

Exterior Ramps (excluding Low-Rise Residential Ramps) 190.00 
Balcony Guard (replace per linear foot) 0.72 
Window Replacement (each) 15.00 
Storefront Replacement 190.00 
Reclad Exterior Wall (per square foot) 0.06 
Retaining Wall (per linear foot) 3.61 
All Designated Structures- Including Non-Residential Solar Collectors (per application) 

380.00 except Retaininq Walls Public Pools Slqns & Residential Solar Collectors 

MECHANICAL WORK: (independent of building permit) 
HVAC Permit (residential per suite) 95.00 
HVAC Permit (non- residential) 0.12 
New Sprinkler System or New Standpipe System 0.05/190.00 min. 
Alterations to existing Sprinkler System or existing Standpipe System 0.03/190.00 min. 
Commercial Kitchen Exhaust Systems, Spray Booths, Dust Collectors 190.00 

ELECTRICAL WORK: (independent of building permit) 
New Fire Alarm System 0.05/190.00 min. 
Alterations to existing Fire Alarm System or existing Electrical Work 190.00 
Electromagnetic Locks (each) and Hold Open Devices (each) 45.00 

PLUMBING WORK: (independent of building permit) 
Plumbing Permit (per fixture) 15.00 
Hot Water Heaters (each) 45.00 
Testable Backflow Prevention Devices (each) 95.00 
Catch basins/Manholes/Roof drains (each) 15.00 
Building Services (per group) -SDD, Semi-Detached, Duplex 95.00 
Building/Site Services (per linear foot), excluding SDD, Semi-Detached, Duplex 0.75 

SEWAGE SYSTEMS: 
New Installations 570.00 
Replacement or Alteration 285.00 



{SCHEDULE "A"- continued) 

Administration Fees I Flat Fee($) 

. Alternative Solutions (as per Subsection 6.2 of this by-law) 
All Buildings/systems with in the scope of Division B, Part 9 of the Building Code 1 soo.oo 
All other Buildings/systems 1 1,000.00 

Note : Fifty percent (SO%) of the Administration Fee for an approved Alternative Solution will be refunded, where In the opinion of 
the Chief Bulldinq Official the proposal has supported the Communitv Enerov Initiative. 

Occupancy without a Permit 
Occupancy without the required Occupancy Permit (as per Subsection 6.3 of th is By-

I 300.00 law} 

Work without a Permit 
Building, Demol ition or Change of Use without the required Permit (as per Subsection I SO% of the required Permit fee, to a 
6.4 of this By-law) maximum of $S,OOO.OO 

Rules for Determining Permit Fees: 

• A minimum Permit fee of $95.00 shall be charged for all work where the calculated Permit fee is 
less than $95.00. · 

• For classes of Permits not described in this Schedule, a reasonable Permit fee shall be determined 
by the Chief Building Official. 

• Floor area of the proposed work is to be measured to the outer face of exterior walls (excluding 
residential attached garages) and to the centre line of party walls, firewalls or demising walls. 

• In the case of interior finishes, alterations or renovations, area of proposed work is the actual space 
receiving the work, e.g. tenant suite. 

• Mechanical penthouses and floors, mezzanines, lofts, habitable attics and interior balconies are to 
be. included in all floor area calculations. 

• Except for interconnected floor spaces, no deductions are made for openings within the floor area 
. (e.g. stairs, elevators, escalators, shafts, ducts, etc.). 

• Unfinished basements for single detached dwellings, semi-detached dwellings, duplex dwellings and 
tow·nhouses are not included in the floor area. 

• Attached garages and fireplaces are included in the Permit fee for single detached dwellings, semi 
detached dwellings, duplex dwellings and townhouses. 

• Where interior alterations and renovations require relocation of sprinkler heads, standpipe 
components or fire alarm components, no additional charge is applicable. 

• Ceilings are included in both new shell and finished (partitioned) Buildings. The Permit fees for 
ceilings only apply when alterations occur in existing Buildings. Minor alterations to existing ceilings 

· to accommodate lighting or HVAC improvements are not chargeable. 
• Where Demolition of partitions or alterations to existing ceilings are part of an alteration or 

renovation Permit, no additional charge is applicable. 
• Corridors, lobbies, washrooms, lounges, etc. are to be included and classified according to the 

major occupancy for the floor area on which they are located. 
• The occupancy categories in this Schedule correspond with the major occupancy classifications in 

the Ontario Building Code. For multiple occupancy floor areas, the Permit fees for each of the 
applicable occupancy categories may be used, except where an occupancy category is less than 
10% of the floor area. 

• For rack storage use, with platforms or mezzanines, apply the square footage charge that was used 
for the Building. 

• A temporary Building is considered to be a Building that will be erected for not more than three years. 
• Additional Permit fees are not required when the Sewage System is included with the original Building 

Permit. 

Refund of Permit Fees: 

In the case of withdrawal or abandonment of an application for a Permit or abandonment of all or a 
portion of the work or the non-commencement of any project, the Chief Building Official shall, upon 
written request of the Owner or Applicant, determine the amount of paid Permit fees that may be 
refunded to the Owner or Applicant, if any, as follows: 

a) · 80 percent (80%) if administrative functions only have been performed; 
b) 70 percent (70%) if administrative and zoning functions only have been performed; 
c) ·50 percent (50%) if administrative, zoning and plans examination functions have been performed; 
d) 35 percent (35%) if the Permit has been issued and no field inspections have been performed 

subsequent to Permit issuance; 
e) 5 percent (5%) shall additionally be deducted for each field inspection that has been performed after 

the Permit has been issued; 
f) No refund shall be made of an amount that is less than the minimum Permit fee applicable to the 

work; 
g) No refund shall be made after two years following the date of Permit application where the Permit has 

· not been issued or one year following the date of Permit issuance. · 
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TO Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise Committee 

SERVICE AREA Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise 

DATE May 5, 2015 

SUBJECT Elementary School Speed Zones- Update 

REPORT NUMBER 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 
To provide Council with information on the impacts of the recently reduced 
speed limits on streets adjacent to elementary schools, a summary of public 
feedback and recommendations. 

KEY FINDINGS 
• Following the implementation of speed limit reductions of 10 or 20 km/h, 

the average speed in front of elementary schools reduced by 
approximately 2.0 km/h. 

• The implementation of School Zone Maximum Speeds on some streets, 
particularly Imperial Road, has resulted in less uniform travel speeds. 

• It is recommended that staff continue to monitor the effectiveness of 
reduced speeds limits in school zones and report back to committee with 
the additional analysis, including the feedback obtained through 
community engagement, after a full school year of operation. 

• Staff recommends that the existing 30km/h reduced speed zone on 
Imperial Drive be removed and "40 km/h when flashing" signage, with the 
flashing beacons operating on school days from 8-9 a.m. and 3-4 p.m. be 
installed. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
The replacement of the existing 30km/h reduced speed zone on Imperial Drive 
with"40 km/h when flashing" signage, with the flashing beacons operating on 
school days from 8-9 a.m. and 3-4 p.m. at an estimated cost of $10,000 be 
funded from the 2015 Engineering Operating Budget. 

ACTION REQUIRED 
To receive staff's report entitled "Elementary School Speed Zones-Update" and 
approve the staff recommendations made therein. 
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Making • Difftrtnct 

1. That the report from Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise dated May 
5, 2015 entitled "Elementary School Speed Zone - Update" be received. 

2. That the existing 30 km/h reduced speed zone on Imperial Drive be replaced 
with "40 km/h when flashing" signage with the flashing beacons operating on 
school days from 8:00-9:00 a.m. and 3:00-4:00 p.m. 

3. That staff use the City of Guelph Community Engagement Framework to 
consult with community members and provide opportunity to offer feedback 
on the existing Elementary School Speed Zones program. These inputs will 
contribute to developing the next steps of the program. 

4. That staff continue to monitor the effectiveness of reduced speeds limits in 
school zones and report back to Committee with the additional analysis, 
including the feedback obtained through community engagement, after a full 
school year of operation. 

BACKGROUND 
Council approved the establishment of elementary school speed zones as part of 
the 2014 budget process. This report provides information on the impacts of the 
recently reduced speed limits on streets adjacent to elementary schools. 

Operations, Transit and Emergency Services Committee report dated November 6, 
2013 (refer to Attachment 1), provided Council context of the implementation 
alternatives and staff recommendations. 

REPORT 

Implementation of School Zone Maximum Speeds: 
As directed by Council, staff implemented School Zone Maximum Speeds for all 45 
elementary schools in Guelph. Sign installation began in April 2014. All school zone 
maximum speeds were implemented by June 10, 2014. Staff implemented "40 
km/h when flashing" zones in front of elementary schools on arterial streets, with 
the flashing beacons operating on school days from 8-9 a.m. and 3-4 p.m. Staff 
implemented "30 km/h" zones in front of elementary schools on collector and local 
streets, in effect at all times. Staff implemented one school zone per elementary 
school, at the front of the school as defined by the school address. 

Guelph Police Services commenced enforcement as the School Zone Maximum 
Speeds as they became operational. 
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REPORT 
Speed Changes: 

Making a Difference 

Staff arranged for Automatic Traffic Recorders (ATRs) to record the speeds in front 
of each elementary school for two school days before and two school days after the 
school zones became operational. The "before" speeds were recorded beginning 
April 23, 2014, with all speed survey locations having posted speeds of 50 km/h. 
The "after" speeds were recorded June 4 to 11, 2014 (depending on the date that 
the reduced speed became operational for each street). The "after" speeds were 
recorded with posted speeds on arterial streets of 40 km/h from 8-9 a.m. and 3-4 
p.m. and posted speeds of 30 km/h at all times on all other streets. For arterial 
streets, only the speed data collected from 8-9 a.m. and 3-4 p.m. were considered. 

Following the implementation of speed limit reductions of 10 or 20 km/h, the 
average speed in front of elementary schools reduced by approximately 2.0 km/h. 

Staff have also noted that the implementation of School Zone Maximum Speeds on 
some streets, particularly Imperial Road, has resulted in less uniform travel speeds. 
Some drivers are obeying the new speed limit while others continue to drive at the 
speed that feels appropriate to them. Research has shown that, in general, the 
majority of motorists tend to travel at speeds dictated by the physical 
characteristics of a roadway and the surrounding environment, regardless of posted 
speed limits. 

Before the implementation of the School Zone Maximum Speed, speeds on Imperial 
Road generally fell into the range of 45 to 65 km/h. After the implementation of the 
School Zone Maximum Speed, speeds on Imperial Road now range from 30 to 65 
km/h. Staff are concerned about the new range of speeds on Imperial Road 
because traffic flowing at a uniform speed tends to result in increased safety and 
fewer collisions. With uniform speed, drivers are less impatient, pass less often, and 
are less likely to tailgate, which reduces both head-on and rear-end collisions. Staff 
observations indicate that motorists on Imperial Road have become more 
impatient, tailgate slow drivers, and are now using the centre two-way left-turn 
lane to accelerate and pass slow drivers. 

Public Feedback - Post Implementation: 
Public comments submitted by email or telephone following the implementation of 
the new speed limits included: 

• Nine complaints about new school zone speed sign placement (e.g. signs in 
front of homes, requests for more signs where local streets intersect the 
school zones, need to improve sign visibility); 

• Seven complaints that a 30km/h school speed zone should be signed 40 
km/h, particularly on Imperial Road, and that the school zone speeds should 
only be in effect during school hours; 

• Four comments supporting school zone maximum speeds and/or requesting 
that a school zone be extended farther or onto other streets; and, 

• Three requests for information on school zone maximum speeds. 
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Although, the analysis of the information collected has shown a relatively minor 
reduction in the average speed, more comprehensive studies undertaken 
throughout North America have indicated there are qualitative benefits that reduced 
speed zones in front of schools create, namely: 

• Raises motorists awareness of schools and school crossing; 
• Potentially improves safety of school children; 
• Increases the community's confidence about children's safety on the road 

outside the school; and, 
• Reinforces the motorist's awareness of the surrounding environment. 

Staff Recommendations: 
Based on analysis of the data collected and public feedback, staff recommends the 
following actions be taken: 

1. That the existing 30km/h reduced speed zone on Imperial Drive be removed 
and "40 km/h when flashing" signage, with the flashing beacons operating on 
school days from 8-9 a.m. and 3-4 p.m. be installed. The estimated cost for 
the removal of the 30 km/h reduced speed signage and the installation of 
the"40 km/h when flashing" signage is $10,000 (includes all labour and 
material costs). The installation will be funded from the 2015 Engineering 
Operating Budget. 

2. That staff use the City of Guelph Community Engagement Framework to 
consult with community members and provide opportunity to offer feedback 
on the existing Elementary School Speed Zones program. These inputs will 
assist in developing the next steps of the program. 

3. That staff continue to monitor the effectiveness of reduced speeds limits in 
school zones and report back to committee with the additional analysis, 
including the feedback obtained through community engagement, after a full 
school year of operation. 

CORPORATE STRATEGIC PLAN 
3.1 Build a well-designed, safe, inclusive, appealing and sustainable City. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
The replacement of the existing 30km/h reduced speed zone on Imperial Drive 
with"40 km/h when flashing" signage, with the flashing beacons operating on 
school days from 8-9 a.m. and 3-4 p.m. at an estimated cost of $10,000 be funded 
from the 2015 Public Works Operating Budget. 
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DEPARTMENTAL CONSULTATION 
Guelph Police Services 
Corporate Communications 
Community Engagement 

COMMUNICATIONS 

Making • Dlfftrtn<e 

Staff developed and implemented a communications plan to educate the public 
about the reduced speed limits in elementary school zones. The communications 
include: 

• Providing newsletter content for the two local school boards. This content 
was used by schools in their newsletters to educate parents, guardians, 
students and drivers about the new school zone speed limits; 

• Messages on Twitter and Facebook; 
• A project specific webpage, including frequently asked questions; 
• News release; 
• Posts on the Mayor's and Chief Administrative Officer's (CAO) blogs; 
• Newspaper advertisements in the Guelph Tribune (City News) and Guelph 

Mercury; 
• Article in the City Holler; 
• Radio advertisement; 
• A Guelph Transit bus advertisement (as shown in Figure 1 below); and, 
• A notice letter dropped off at the door of those properties where flashing 

beacon signs were being installed. 

Figure 1: Guelph Transit bus advertisement for school zone speed limits 
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ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment 1 Link to staff report entitled "Establishing Elementary School 

Speed Zones" to OTES Committee dated November 6, 2013 
httR :1/gueiRh.ca/wR-
content/uRioads/OTES agenda 110613.Rdf#Rage=63 

Report Author 
Allister MciLveen, 
Manager of Transportation Services 

Approved By 
Kealy Dedman 
General Manager/City Engineer 
Engineering and Capital 
Infrastructure Services 
519-822-1260, ext. 2248 
kealy .dedman@guelph.ca 

[lQ~ 
Recommended By 
AI Horsman 
Deputy CEO 
Infrastructure, Development 
and Enterprise 
519-822-1260, ext. 5606 
al.horsman@guelph.ca 
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I BRIEFING 
)NOTE 

DATE May 1, 2015 

TO Infrastructure, Development, and Enterprise Committee 

FROM Alex Chapman 

DIVISION Corporate Energy 

DEPARTMENT Infrastructure, Development, and Enterprise 

SUBJECT Gas Pump Warning Labels 

In the Council meeting held on Monday, March 23rd, a motion was passed "That support 
from the City of Guelph of West Vancouver's recently passed resolution regarding 'Gas 
Pump Labeling' be referred to the IDE committee for consideration." The purpose of this 
note is to provide background information for the resulting IDE committee deliberations. 

The national not-for-profit organization Our Horizon is lobbying cities to enact a by-law that 
would require gasoline retailers to adhere climate change warning labels on gas pump 
nozzles. The warning labels would be a new condition for retailers to obtain, continue to 
hold or renew its business licence. 

Our Horizon says the effort is intended to address the harms associated with climate change 
by eliminating the delay between cause and effect and bringing faraway consequences into 
the here and now; getting people to feel personally responsible for a problem shared by 
many; and by communicating the cost of fossil fuel to the marketplace through visuals. 

The warning labels have a look and feel similar to those used on tobacco packages. 
Municipalities are encouraged to design their own 3 inch by 3 inch display label to reflect 
local impacts. 

Earlier this year the City of West Vancouver's Council voted unanimously to back the 
warning labels. Rather than voting to implement them though, that city council has agreed 
to lift the issue up to the Union of BC Municipalities and was to present the motion at the 
FCM AGM in June. 

Alex Chapman 
Program Manager, Energy 

Facilities Management 
Infrastructure, Development, and Enterprise 

T 519-822-1260 X 3324 
E Alex.Chapman@Guelph.CA 

Mario Petricevic 
General Manager 

Facilities Management 
Infrastructure, Development, and Enterprise 

T 519-822-1260 X 2668 
E Mario.Petricevic@Guelph.CA 



Council - March 23, 2015 

Councillor Bell's motion for which notice was given January 21, 2015. 

That support from the City of Guelph of West Vancouver's recently 
passed resolution regarding "Gas Pump Labeling" be referred to the 
IDE committee for consideration. 

West Vancouver Resolution: 
THAT Council support the following resolution be advanced for 
consideration at the September 21/25, 2015 Union of British 
Columbia Municipalities (UBCM) conference and the 2016 
Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM) convention; 

WHEREAS there is evidence that combustion of petroleum products 
such as gas and diesel in vehicle engines contributes to 
greenhouse gas emissions that affect natural systems in ways that 
are injurious to human health and the environment; 

AND WHEREAS point-of-sale warning labels have been required for 
other consumables, such as tobacco products, which has 
effectively curbed use of harmful products; 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that all vendors of retail petroleum 
products in Canada be legislated to provide warning labels on all 
pump handles (pump talkers) and/or pump panels, and that those 
companies who do not have this feature on their pump handle be 
obligated to fit them with the plastic sleeves which will allow 
warning labels to be displayed. 



I - COUN,C';._ AGENDA _../ 

I Date: __jo,.Y\. J.6 1fS Item# ·-......_ 

Date: 

From: 

DISTRICT OF WEST VANCOUVER 

January 14, 2015 

Brent Leigh 

750 17th STREET, WEST VANCOUVER. BC IJ7V 3T3 

COUNCIL REPORT 

File: 

Director CAO 

5 

Subject: Gas Pump Warning Label Resolution 

RECOMMENDED THAT: 

Council support the following resolution be advanced for consideration at the 
September 21/25, 2015 Union of British Columbia Municipalities (UBCM) conference 
and the June 5/8, 2015 Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM) convention: 

Whereas there is evidence that combustion of petroleum products such as gas 
and diesel in vehicle engines contributes to greenhouse gas emissions that affect 
natural systems in ways that are injurious to human health and the environment, 
and 

Whereas point-of-sale warning labels have been required for other consumables, 
such as tobacco products, which has effectively curbed use of harmful products, 

Therefore be it resolved that all vendors of retail petroleum products in Canada 
be legislated to provide warning labels on all pump handles (pump talkers), and 
that those companies who do not have this feature on their pump handle be 
obligated to fit them with the plastic sleeves which will allow warning labels to be 
displayed. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to follow-up with direction provided at the January 12, 2015 
Council meeting to craft a resolution in support of the delegation of Emily Kelsall and 
Rob Shirkey to move gas pump warning labels forward on several fronts. 

1.0 Background 

1 .1 Prior Resolutions 

On May 5, 2014 Council resolved: 
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Date: January 14, 20i 5 Page 2 
From: Brent Leigh 
Subject: Gas Pump Warning Label Resolution 

THAT the delegation from E. Kelsall regarding Climate Change and Warning 
Labels on Gas Pumps be received for information, with thanks. 

1.2 History 

On May 5, 2015 a PowerPoint presentation was provided by Emily Kelsall and Rob 
Shirkey who spoke to the idea of affixing climate change warning labels on gas pumps. 
Ms. Kelsall also noted that warming of the climate system is unequivocal, that our 
culture has a fossil fuel addiction, and that the proposed program could empower the 
public to act through awareness. 

Rob Shirkey supported the presentation acknowledging that many pumps are fitted with 
a plastic sleeve which features a small square panel (pump talker) where advertising is 
often displayed. Further that his goal is to have all petroleum retail outlets be mandated 
to fit warning labels on their pumps. 

On January 12, 2015 Ms. Kelsall and Mr. Shirkey returned to Council and spoke to the 
awareness building and success that had been garnered in jurisdictions particularly in 
California and eastern Canada. The delegation concluded their remarks by requesting 
that council support Mr. Shirkey working with District staff to craft a resolution that could 
moved to UBCM and FCM 2015 conventions mandating pump label warnings. 

Council supported the request and Councillor Cameron noted that artist Cori Creed had 
offered to assist with the design or labels. Further, Mayor Smith offered that, through 
his interests in the petroleum distribution business, he would rebrand the pump talkers 
at those facilities in which he has influence. 

2.0 Policy 

2.1 Policy 

Should Council approve the above noted resolution it will be moved for policy 
consideration at UBCM and FCM conventions 

2.2 Bylaw 

N/A 

3.0 Analysis 

3.1 Discussion 

The procedures for submitting a resolution to UBCM and FCM are process bound. For 
the UBCM convention we are required to submit our resolutions to LMLGA by March 21, 
2015. UBCM must receive the Board endorsed resolution by June 30th for submission 
at the September 2015 convention .. 
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Date: January 14, 2015 Page 3 
From: Brent Leigh 
Subject: Gas Pump Warning Label Resolution 

FCM receive {category C resolutions) and once adopted move to the Executive 
Committee for review and action. The deadline to receive resolutions for this year's 
annual conference is January 25th; therefore staff has made the submission of the 
above noted draft resolution and will confirm, amend or withdraw based on Council 
direction. 

While the resolution submission processes is evolving staff will work with Ms. Creed and 
Rob Shirkey to evolve the labeling program and coordinate test installations at outlets 
directed by the Mayor. 

The applicants requested that this report conclude with their thanks to Council for 
moving this resolution of support to the highest policy forum available to local 
government, for championing effective labeling through professional graphic assistance 
and for demonstrating leadership on the ground by supporting the test implementation 
of warning label pump talkers. 

3.2 Sustainability 

The actions identified in this report are proposed to contribute meaningfully to 
environmental sustainability. 

3.3 Consultation 

The recommendation moving through UBCM and FCM delegate voting process 
is highly consultative. 

3.4 Communications Process 

As the actions noted in this report progress the West Vancouver 
Communications Department will keep the local press and other media outlets 
advised. 

4.0 Options 

4. i As directed by Council 

Author: 
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From: Heather Bond   

Sent: May 5, 2015 8:57 AM 

To: Mayors Office; Phil Allt; Christine Billings; James Gordon; Cathy Downer; June Hofland; Mike 
Salisbury; Leanne Piper; Bob Bell; Mark MacKinnon; Andy VanHellemond; Dan Gibson; Karl 

Wettstein 
Subject: IDE committee meeting- our horizon 

Good morning, 

I am a recent University of Guelph alumni studying environmental sciences and I would 
like to attend and speak out during this evening's IDE committee meeting on the subject 
of Our Horizon's idea of implementing warning labels on gas pump nozzles. 
Unfortunately I am currently abroad and cannot attend, but I wanted to write to the 
councilors of the city of Guelph to show my support for the idea in that way. 

Although I studied four years of environmental science at Guelph, it doesn't take an 
environmentalist or even a scientist to recognize that global warming is a real crisis of our 
time. The acclaimed documentary "an inconvenient truth" came out when I was only 11 
years old, and now years later as a university alumni, I have seen very little done by 
governments to change the downward spiral our societal livelihoods are causing. And in 
my opinion a big part of that reason is because people in general have become apathetic 
to the idea of global warming. People don't care because they aren't forced to see it's 
impacts on a daily basis. But by the time those impacts materialize it will be too late to 
reverse the damage. I think Our Horizon's idea of putting warning labels on gas pump 
nozzles could get people thinking about their actions regularly in order to change this 
apathetic attitude to the serious issue of global warming. 

I am very concerned about global warming for the future of humankind and for a great 
number of species which inhabit our earth. Especially if any of you have children or even 
a niece or nephew, very hard times are in store for them and their children unless we act 
now. This is our opportunity and we need to stop pushing it aside. Our Horizon's idea is 
simple and inexpensive but it could have a big impact to change the perception of normal 
daily activity's for the better. West Vancouver is already getting the ball rolling with the 
resolution which states "that all vendors of retail petroleum products in Canada be 
legislated to provide warning labels on all pump handles". One of the reasons I chose to 
study and move to Guelph was because I thought it was a very forward thinking 
community. By implementing this legislation, this is the opportunity to set an example to 
the rest of Canada to do something about global warming- an opportunity to put Guelph 
on the map for a very positive reason. 

As a masters student studying policy making, I admire the leaders of the municipality of 
Guelph and recognize their immense responsibility. I hope you can take the leadership 
needed to make the right decision on this extremely important topic of global warming. 

Thank you very much for taking the time to read my concerns, 

Sincerely, 

Heather Bond 



From: Robert Shirkey  
Sent: May 4, 2015 10:50 PM 
To: Mayors Office; Christine Billings; Cathy Downer; James Gordon; June Hofland; Phil Allt; Mike 
Salisbury; Leanne Piper; Bob Bell; Mark MacKinnon; Andy VanHellemond; Dan Gibson; Karl 
Wettstein 
Cc: Clerks; Joshua Persi 
Subject: Letter re: climate change labels on gas pumps - IDE committee meeting May 5th 
 
Hello Mayor and Councillors, 

I'm the executive director of the climate change non-profit Our Horizon. 
 
I understand that the IDE committee is meeting tomorrow to discuss the climate change 
fuel pump labelling concept. I was hoping to be there in person but am out of the country 
right now doing some advocacy in the U.S. where the climate labelling concept is getting 
traction on the the west coast. 

I attached a letter and some articles from Municipal World that I hope are helpful in your 
deliberations. 

Don't hesitate to contact me for further information. 

Best wishes, 

Rob 
 



 

 

........................................................................................................................................................................ 

 

May 4, 2015 

 

Guelph City Hall 

1 Carden Street 

Guelph, ON, N1H-3A1 

 

Dear Mayor & Councillors, 

 

Re: Climate change labels on gas pumps 

 Infrastructure, Development, and Enterprise Committee meeting on May 5, 2015 

 

I am the founder and executive director of the Canadian climate change non-profit Our Horizon. I wanted to 

be at Guelph City Hall for your committee meeting on May 5th but I am in California right now to give a 

lecture at Stanford Law on the same day. I hope this letter is helpful in your deliberations. 

 

We find ourselves at an interesting moment in history. Data from ice core samples tells us that the historic 

range of carbon dioxide in our atmosphere over the last 800,000 years is 180 to 300 parts per million 

(“ppm”). Today, we are at 400 ppm. A study by UCLA scientists published in the journal Science examined 

ancient single-celled marine algae to conclude that we need to go back roughly 15 million years to see 

carbon dioxide levels as high as they are today. 

 

Our burning of fossil fuels has changed the basic chemistry of our planet. Our continued failure to act 

impacts the quality of life in our municipalities and jeopardizes the Earth’s capacity to support life. Ban Ki-

moon, the Secretary-General of the United Nations, has called climate change our “only one truly 

existential threat” and “the greatest moral challenge of our generation.” 

 

It is in this context that I’m suggesting a very simple intervention: climate change and air pollution labels on 

gas pump nozzles. It is quite possibly the least costly climate intervention on the planet. 

 

While the concept is simple, it is quite compelling. After presenting the idea to the Waterloo Citizens’ 

Environmental Advisory Committee last fall, City Councillor Mark Whaley said, “There’s a lot more to the 

idea than meets the eye and I’m glad we invited [Rob] to fully explain it. The committee has considerable 

interest in the labelling proposal and I look forward to exploring it further in the new term.” 

 

To better understand the concept, I have attached two articles that I recently wrote in Municipal World. 

You can also find a link to them at our website: www.ourhorizon.org/municipal-world. There is also a legal 

report there that explores the idea in greater depth. 

 

http://www.ourhorizon.org/municipal-world


I also encourage you to watch a lecture I recorded for the Association of Vancouver Island and Coastal 

Communities (“AVICC”), a regional body made up of 51 member municipalities in British Columbia. On April 

11, 2015, the AVICC voted at its AGM to “support, and will implement where possible, legislation to require 

retailers of petroleum products to provide plastic sleeves (nozzle talkers) with warning labels on pump 

handles for all fossil based liquid fuels.” The lecture can be viewed on YouTube here: 

www.youtube.com/watch?v=o_DPH6FOcqU. 

 

I trust that the Municipal World articles and the AVICC talk help to communicate why the idea is a 

compelling one. To be sure, it has been endorsed by over 100 prominent experts in their fields at 

universities across North America. The list includes: 

 

 Thomas Homer-Dixon (CIGI Chair of Global Systems at Balsillie School of International Affairs) 

 Mark Jaccard (Professor at SFU’s School of Resource and Environmental Management) 

 Catherine Potvin (Professor at McGill and Chair of Dialogues on Sustainability)... I believe a councillor 

spoke of how he was supportive of the work of the organization that Dr. Potvin chairs.  

 James Hansen (Columbia University & former Director of NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies) 

 Naomi Oreskes (Professor in the Department of the History of Science at Harvard University) 

 Ryan David Kennedy (Professor at Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health) 

 

There are also several professors who have endorsed the concept from the University of Guelph. You can 

view the entire list here: www.ourhorizon.org/academic-endorsements 

 

I was able to watch the archived video stream of Josh Persi’s presentation and your comments from your 

meeting in late March. I’m grateful for your support and willingness to explore the idea. 

 

While I appreciate concerns that were raised regarding interference in business affairs, it is worth 

considering that the proposal is perhaps one of the least restrictive or interventionist approaches on 

climate change. To put it into perspective, we’re not asking that the oil sands be shut down, we’re not 

asking that pipelines be stopped, we’re not asking that gasoline be rationed, we’re not asking that gas 

stations be equipped with electric chargers, etc. The labels are simply a disclosure from the retailer of a 

product to the consumer of the product advising of the risks associated with the use of the product. 

They’re just information. 

 

If one were to rank all the various interventions one can take on climate change in order from most to least 

restrictive, our proposal would be at the bottom. Indeed, immediately below this is “Do nothing.” And if we 

can’t even do this, we are in effect saying, “Let’s not do anything about climate change at all.” It would be a 

shameful legacy to our children and grandchildren if, in the face of what many are calling the greatest 

challenge of our time, we were unable to put a simple sticker on a pump. 

 

Indeed, Mayor Smith of West Vancouver who voted to support the labels and is voluntarily putting them on 

his own pumps (he happens to own several gas stations), called it “a public information campaign” and 

didn’t see why anyone would object to them. While being interviewed on Global TV, he added, “I think the 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=o_DPH6FOcqU
http://www.ourhorizon.org/academic-endorsements/


industry realizes that climate change is real. There are a lot of efficiencies in the petroleum industry in 

terms of using less product and using it more efficiently. This will help move that along. I think it’s 

something the industry will not object to.” 

 

The good news is that the labels are spreading. They are being actively considered by many communities in 

B.C. and are now being considered by councils in Halifax, Dieppe, Fredericton, and Moncton. In fact, 

Moncton voted to support the labels just two weeks ago. This 5-minute presentation by a 14-year-old 

Moncton resident Hayley Touchburn is very compelling: www.youtube.com/watch?v=88q0RAZCHJA. 

 

In Ontario, a motion by Oakville Council for a staff report was carried just last week and several other 

communities will be considering the idea in the near future. Part of the reason I’m in California is to 

connect with elected officials in Berkeley and San Francisco where the idea is also being pursued. Berkeley 

just finished their draft ordinance a few days ago and the labels are expected to read: “The U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency has determined that consuming energy products derived from fossil fuels 

contributes to climate change. To learn more go to: [URL to be provided by City].” 

 

We really get to be a part of history with this one. My plan is to continue to advocate for the labels across 

North America and then also in Europe. The objective is to share your examples of leadership with 

delegates from around the world at COP21 in Paris. With your help, I’ll be able to say, “Look at this low-

cost, high-impact idea that we’re implementing in communities across Canada. Why not bring it back to 

where you’re from?” Canada paved the way with pictorial tobacco labels. We can do it with this idea too. 

 

There’s a lot of systemic inertia to the status quo. The labels take an automatic, habitual behaviour and de-

normalize it. They loosen the grip of the status quo to better facilitate a transition to more sustainable 

alternatives. I believe they will play an important role in building a better future for our children and 

grandchildren. 

 

Your support would help create an important precedent in Ontario and continue to build momentum for a 

simple, inexpensive Canadian policy idea that has the potential to change the world. 

 

Thank you for your support. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
 Rob Shirkey 

Executive Director 

Our Horizon 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

OUR HORIZON • c/o Centre for Social Innovation • 720 Bathurst St • Toronto, ON M5S-2R4 • CANADA 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=88q0RAZCHJA


climate change
by Robert Shirkey

Creating a New “Normal”
Using air pollution labels on gas pumps as 

a step in addressing climate challenges

In early 2013, I launched a not-for-
profit organization that’s asking mu-
nicipalities to require gasoline retailers 
to place climate change and air pollu-
tion information labels on gas pump 
nozzles. The idea is similar to the risk 
disclosures we see on many common 
products. In a short period, the concept 
has received media attention across 
North America and the world and is 
now beginning to get traction in local 
government. Recently, municipal coun-
cils in West Vancouver, Berkeley, and 
San Francisco have all directed staff to 
pursue the concept.

Over a hundred academics from dis-
ciplines including the natural sciences, 
social sciences, public policy, health, 
and business at universities across North 
America have all endorsed the concept.1 
Canadian non-governmental organizations 
such as the David Suzuki Foundation, 
the Canadian Association of Physicians 
for the Environment, and the Clean Air 
Partnership have similarly endorsed the 
idea.2 The gas pump label idea even made 
it to the United Nations Climate Change 
Conference in Warsaw, Poland (COP19) 
where a delegate said, “I’ve been to all 19 
COP meetings and I’ve never seen an idea 
so simple yet so powerful.” ROBERT SHIRKEY is a lawyer 

and founder of Our Horizon, a 
not-for-profit climate change 
organization based in Toronto. 
He holds an LL.B. from the Uni-
versity of Victoria and a B.B.A. 
from Wilfrid Laurier University. 
He can be reached at <robert@
ourhorizon.org>.

Climate change and air pollution information on gas label.

1 Our Horizon, Endorsements from Academics 
and Experts, <http://ourhorizon.org/academic-
endorsements>.

2 Our Horizon, Endorsements from NGOs, 
<http://ourhorizon.org/endorsements>.

Despite this progress, the idea is still 
fairly new, and decision makers may 
wonder what impact a seemingly simple 
proposal will have on complex challenges 
like climate change and air pollution. 
Research from psychology, sociology, 
economics, and communications theory 
provides insight.
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Psychology: The Labels Create 
Immediate Feedback

Climate change can be understood as 
a feedback problem: there is a delay be-
tween cause and effect. We get little to no 
feedback from our actions today, so there 
is no indication that we need to change 
our behaviour.

Psychologists observe that we tend to 
prefer interests that are small and near in 
time relative to those that are significant 
but experienced farther in the future. This 
effect is known as “hyperbolic discount-
ing” or the “current moment bias.”

The warning labels counteract this 
effect by bringing future consequences – 
extreme weather, property damage, and 
ocean acidification – into the here and 
now. In doing so, they create immediate 
feedback to provide greater impetus to ad-
dress climate change.

Sociology: The Labels Address 
a Problem of Diffusion 
of Responsibility

Climate change can also be under-
stood as a problem of diffusion of respon-
sibility. As individuals, our contributions 
to the problem are small; but, collectively, 
our actions alter the chemistry of our 
planet. Social psychologists observe that 
when responsibility is shared among 
many, we’re actually less likely to act. It’s 
the paradox of “everyone is responsible, 
so no one is responsible.”

The labels address this problem by 
locating responsibility. The placement of 
the image on the nozzle takes a problem 

of diffuse origins and locates responsi-
bility right in the palm of your hand. As 
simple as the concept is, there is actually 
nothing else that currently connects us to 
the problems of climate change in such a 
direct way.

Economics: The Labels 
Communicate Externalities 
in a Qualitative Way

Climate change is also a problem of 
negative externalities. Externalities are 
costs or benefits that result from the use of 
a product, but are not reflected anywhere 
in its price. In the context of fossil fuels, 
we often hear negative externalities ex-
pressed as “hidden costs.” Carbon taxes 
and cap-and-trade regimes seek to inter-
nalize these harms to convey the “true 
cost” of fossil fuels to the market.

Gas pump warning labels are simply a 
qualitative way of capturing and commu-
nicating externalities to the marketplace: 
what price seeks to convey in quantitative 
terms (using dollars and cents), the label 
communicates in qualitative terms (using 
image and text). In the abstract, both ap-
proaches achieve the same thing. On the 
ground, the warning label nurtures a focus 
that engages our sense of humanity in a 
way that a price signal never could. This 
qualitative approach is particularly impor-
tant, as behavioural economists observe 
that pricing externalities can sometimes 
switch off moral cues that otherwise regu-
late human behaviour.3

Communication:  
The Medium Is the Message

As renowned communications theorist 
Marshall McLuhan observed, “The me-
dium is the message.” The way in which 
people typically consume information on 
climate change is through media such as 
newspapers, internet, television, and film. 
While these media are important vehicles 
for communication, they unavoidably 

present the problem as distant or separate 
and are consumed in a passive manner 
by virtue of their form. By contrast, the 
labelling proposal directly links the con-
sumption of fossil fuels to the impacts 
of climate change: the medium – the gas 
pump nozzle – is the message. It engages 
the reader in a manner that transitions 
them from passive observer to active par-
ticipant.

How These Labels Change 
the Conversation

Discourse on climate change in 
Canada tends to focus on points of extrac-
tion (e.g., oil sands and offshore drilling) 
or means of transportation (e.g., pipelines 
and shipping). But, these areas of focus 
appear to be misplaced if our true concern 
is greenhouse gas emissions. A well-to-
wheel lifecycle analysis reveals that the 
vast majority of greenhouse gas emissions 
come from end use; emissions from ex-
traction and processing pale in compari-
son to emissions from vehicle combus-
tion.4 When it comes to oil, the problem is 
in cities and towns where the end product 
is actually being used.

Unfortunately, we rarely question the 
simple act of pumping gas. There is a 
complete disconnect – one that is perhaps 
compounded by the distancing effect of 
our upstream focus. The act of going to 
a gas station and filling up a car has been 
normalized for several generations. The 
warning labels take this unexamined act 
and de-normalize it. By creating a sense 
of dissatisfaction with the prevailing 
mobility solution, they stimulate demand 
for alternatives and shape a social envi-
ronment that favours reform. The labels 
disrupt the status quo, shake us out of our 
sense of complacency, and provide impe-
tus for us to do better.

While the labels will likely cause 
some individuals to reduce their emis-
sions through carpooling or modal shifts, 

Climate change is also a problem of negative 
externalities. Externalities are costs or benefits 

that result from the use of a product, but 
are not reflected anywhere in its price.

3 Diana Zlomislic, “Daycare late fees no de-
terrent, study finds,” Toronto Star, 4 July, 
2008, <www.thestar.com/life/health_well-
ness/2008/07/04/daycare_late_fees_no_deter-
rent_study_finds.html>.

4 Natural Resources Defense Council, “Setting 
the Record Straight: Lifecycle Emissions of 
Tar Sands,” (November 2010), <http://docs.
nrdc.org/energy/files/ene_10110501a.pdf>.
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they will more importantly result in a 
shift in our collective demand to facilitate 
meaningful action on climate change and 
air pollution. Politicians will have more 
support to pass climate legislation, invest 
in public transit, build bike lanes, and de-
velop complete communities. Businesses 
will also innovate to meet the needs of a 
shifting market. The idea is a catalyst for a 
community-wide conversation about how 
to transition to a more sustainable future.

Do Municipalities Have Legal 
Authority to Pursue It?

Environmental lawyer Dianne Saxe 
wrote about the idea in the September 
2013 issue of Municipal World and con-
cluded that the combined effects of local 
air pollution and climate change on com-
munities “could be enough of a municipal 
nexus to support a labelling by-law.” She 
added that there’s no way of knowing un-
til a community tries it and concludes by 
asking, “Where is the next Hudson?”

Since the article was published, Our 
Horizon has produced a 40-page research 

document that provides the legal founda-
tions for municipal jurisdiction.5 While 
this research is Ontario-focused, the 
general arguments would still be relevant 
for municipalities in other provinces. Our 
Horizon is currently working with law 
students and lawyers in other provinces to 
help adapt this report.

If a council wishes to pursue the con-
cept but is unsure about its authority to do 
so, it can simply request that the province 
amend its municipal legislation to specifi-
cally empower municipalities to pass the 
by-law, instead of relying on its existing 
powers.

A Final Question: Why Wouldn’t 
We Have These Labels?

I’ve spent close to two years answer-
ing the question, “Why should we have 
these labels?” but lately I’ve been asking 
others to consider the question, “Why 
wouldn’t we have these labels?” All we’re 
asking is for the producers of a product 
to disclose the risks of its consumption to 
consumers. While this may ruffle a few 

feathers, the proposal really shouldn’t be 
controversial. Scientists have identified 
that the burning of fossil fuels is altering 
the basic chemistry of our planet. When I 
was born, the world was at 337 parts per 
million (ppm) of carbon dioxide in our at-
mosphere; we’re now at 400 ppm. Take a 
moment to think about that: we are alter-
ing the fundamentals of our biosphere.

If there is any product that merits a 
warning label, this is it. Climate change 
is the greatest challenge of our time; if 
we don’t even have the courage to put 
a simple sticker on a gas pump, what 
hope do we have in actually addressing 
the problem?

Citizens from all over the world 
have contacted us to replicate this cam-
paign in their own communities. The 
idea is primed to go global, but it will 
take leadership from Canadian munici-
palities to make it happen.  MW

5 Our Horizon, “#FaceTheChange Changing 
Communities in a Changing Climate: Climate 
Change & Air Pollution Warning Labels on 
Gas Pumps,” <http://ourhorizon.org>.
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climate change
by Robert Shirkey

Update on Pump 
Handle Labelling

District of West Vancouver unanimously 
passes resolution requesting legislation

ROBERT SHIRKEY is a lawyer 
and founder of Our Horizon, a 
not-for-profit climate change 
organization based in Toronto. 
He holds an LL.B. from the Uni-
versity of Victoria and a B.B.A. 
from Wilfrid Laurier University. 
He can be reached at <robert@
ourhorizon.org>.

In the last issue of Municipal World, 
I wrote about how climate change in-
formation labels on gas pumps draw on 
psychology, sociology, economics, and 
communications theory to provide greater 
impetus to transition to a more sustainable 
future. I was advocating that municipalities 
use their licensing powers to implement the 
idea in their communities and, to that end, 
invited the reader to review a 40-page legal 
research document on OurHorizon.org.

As an alternative pathway, I also sug-
gested that a community wishing to pursue 
the concept – but unsure about its authority 
to do so – could simply request that the 
province amend its municipal legislation to 
specifically empower cities and towns to 
pass the by-law. Since writing that article, 
a new pathway has emerged that is now 
getting traction in communities across 
Canada.

West Vancouver Resolution

On January 26, 2015, the District of 
West Vancouver unanimously passed a 
resolution “... that all vendors of retail pe-
troleum products in Canada be legislated 
to provide warning labels on all pump 
handles ...”.1 This resolution will be voted 
on at the annual conference of the Union of 
British Columbia Municipalities (UBCM) 
this September and the annual conference 
of the Federation of Canadian Municipali-

1 District of West Vancouver, “Council Briefs 
– January 26 Council Meeting,” <http://west-
vancouver.ca/news/council-briefs-january-
26-council-meeting>.

ties (FCM) in June 2016. This resolution 
represents a way for communities to sup-
port the concept with little to no exposure 
to legal, financial, or political risk that 
might otherwise be invited by passing the 
concept directly into law.

In reporting on the resolution, Global 
TV called West Vancouver’s vote a his-
toric Canadian first. When Mayor Michael 
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In addition to West Vancouver supporting the 
labels, Mayor Smith is personally leading the way 

by voluntarily implementing climate change and air 
pollution information labels at his gas stations.

Smith was asked why he supported the ini-
tiative, he replied, “West Vancouver is al-
ways at the leading edge of things like this. 
It’s the nature of our community.”2 Mayor 
Smith’s support is a particularly notewor-
thy example of leadership as he has been a 
petroleum distributor in the Metro Vancou-
ver area for close to 30 years.

During the Global TV interview, Mayor 
Smith also said, “I think the industry real-
izes that climate change is real. There are a 
lot of efficiencies in the petroleum industry 
in terms of using less product and using it 
more efficiently. This will help move that 
along. I think it’s something the industry 
will not object to.”

In addition to West Vancouver support-
ing the labels, Mayor Smith is personally 
leading the way by voluntarily implement-
ing climate change and air pollution infor-
mation labels at his gas stations. Students 
from Capilano University’s IDEA School 
of Design are now designing labels that 
reflect local climate impacts, while students 
from University of British Columbia’s 
Sauder School of Business will be con-
ducting a study to gather feedback on the 
various designs. I left B.C. feeling inspired 
by the leadership in that province.

Positive Response across Canada

A couple of weeks after the vote, I 
was at FCM’s Sustainable Communities 
Conference in London, Ontario to share 
news of West Vancouver’s resolution 
with mayors, councillors, and municipal 
staff from across Canada. The idea was 
positively received by delegates from all 
of our provinces and territories (yes, even 
Alberta). When speaking to a councillor 
from a community in Alberta, he men-

tioned how he appreciated the downstream, 
consumer-facing nature of the intervention. 
In a province that’s frequently vilified sim-
ply for delivering a product that we all use, 
the idea of shared responsibility resonated. 
The feedback I got from the FCM confer-
ence left me feeling very positive about the 
future success of the campaign.

At the time of writing, the District 
of Saanich, Vancouver Island’s largest 
municipality, just passed a resolution to 
endorse West Vancouver’s resolution. Sev-
eral communities across Canada are now 
in the process of actively considering these 
labels, and I anticipate many more will 
endorse the West Vancouver resolution in 
the near future. Up until now, my biggest 
challenge has been getting a community to 
pass the idea into law using their licensing 
powers. I think there will be much greater 
uptake now that there is an easier pathway 
forward.

As an unfunded, not-for-profit organi-
zation, it’s been a challenge to advance the 
effort without any budget or staff. Even so, 
the campaign has come a long way. I’m in-
credibly grateful for the support of ordinary 
Canadians: It was a generous citizen in 
B.C. who paid for my flight there in Janu-
ary. I then spent three weeks couch-surfing 
with Canadians who opened up their 
homes and became fast friends. I’m incred-
ibly heartened by the ways in which people 
have been supporting this project.

While Our Horizon is still working to 
build support for this idea at the local level, 
we’ve also reached out to federal and pro-
vincial parties to get this item on the radar, 
since successful outcomes at the FCM and 
provincial equivalents would bring the idea 
before other orders of government. While 

the labels are intended to challenge the sta-
tus quo and encourage a transition to more 
sustainable solutions (which resonates with 
parties with strong environmental values), 
they do so in a way that is non-prescriptive 
and market-friendly (which resonates with 
those who identify with the right side of the 
political spectrum). There is potential for 
broad political support.

Setting a Path for the 
World to Follow

Ultimately, the hope is that we will all 
be a part of a story about Canadian leader-
ship for the world to follow. In 2000, Can-
ada became the first country in the world 
to develop picture-based warning labels for 
tobacco packages. The innovation spread 
to approximately 60 countries and studies 
show that the labels have helped to change 
both attitudes and behaviour.3 Canada has 
done this before; as a result, people all over 
the world have been cognitively primed to 
adopt our labelling idea.

Communities across Canada now have 
an easy, tangible way to come together to 
support a national precedent for the world 
to follow. Imagine if a simple, inexpensive 
Canadian policy idea ended up transform-
ing the world.  MW

2 Global TV, “West Vancouver unanimously 
votes to support warnings on gas pumps,” 
<http://globalnews.ca/news/1795333/watch-
west-vancouver-unanimously-votes-to-sup-
port-warnings-on-gas-pumps>.

3 Sambrook Research International, “A review 
of the science base to support the development 
of health warnings for tobacco packages,” 
<http://ec.europa.eu/health/tobacco/docs/warn-
ings_report_en.pdf>.
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Re: The Our Horizon proposal to put warning labels on gas pump nozzles 

 

In his 2006 State of the Union address George W Bush said, “America is addicted to oil,” 

and of course, his statement applies equally to Canada as well. Like any addiction, there 

is an upside. Our use of fossil fuels has enabled the unprecedented prosperity we have 

enjoyed throughout the 20
th

 century and continue to enjoy today. It has made us the 

most mobile generation in history, it has allowed us to have oranges, mangoes and 

papayas in our grocery stores, fresh fruits and vegetables throughout the winter, and 

has allowed us to live in one city and work in another. 

 

But, like any addiction, there are severe consequences as well. The social and 

environmental impacts of our ever-growing demand for oil are increasing day by day. 

Our climate is changing rapidly, the oceans are acidifying, which threatens the source of 

nearly 50% of the oxygen we breathe, fossil fuel extraction is toxifying rivers and 

watersheds, destroying enormous tracts of forest cover, poisoning the ancestral land of 

many indigenous peoples, covering thousands of square kilometers of sensitive 

ecosystems with oil spills from pipelines, oil tankers and drilling platforms. It puts at risk 

the breeding grounds and migratory routes of hundreds of endangered and threatened 

species. It’s filling our lakes and oceans with plastics that will remain intact for hundreds 

of years. And those are only some of its impacts. 

 

And of course, fossil fuels are also a finite, and utterly non-renewable resource. Once 

they’re gone, they’re gone forever. We have already picked almost all of the low-

hanging fruit of the global reserves, and our demand for an ever-increasing and 

uninterrupted supply has made necessary the development of remote, environmentally 

sensitive and increasingly expensive-to-extract oil deposits, as well as extracting lower 

and lower grade (and thus more environmentally damaging) oil. So, in addition to its 

social and environmental impacts we must also consider the impacts on future 

generations of our depletion of this resource, upon which our entire industrial 

civilization still utterly depends. 

 

Unlike an ordinary addiction, however, the impacts of our consumption, are often not 

apparent, because they are typically widely separated in time and distance. But if we are 

to, over time, begin to alleviate our addiction – which I believe is necessary to mitigate 

the ever-increasing damage we are causing the very systems upon which we depend – 

we must start to connect cause and effect in the mind of the consumer.  

 

Warning labels on cigarette packages have not eliminated smoking. And the goal of the 

Our Horizon warning label proposal is not – in the short term, at any rate – to eliminate 

the consumption of fossil fuels. But I do believe the time has come to raise awareness in 

the minds of consumers of the consequences of our actions. We need to start becoming 

more mindful of the inescapable fact that everything we consume, and everything we 

discard, has an impact. Like the warning labels on cigarettes, this proposal from Our 

Horizon may not have an immediate influence on our consumption, but I believe that 



over time it will begin to make us more aware of the effects of our actions, which can 

only have a positive outcome.  

 

Sooner or later we will need to enter “oil addiction rehab”. We will need to wean 

ourselves away from our dependency on fossil fuels, if we are going to live on a healthy 

planet, in a healthy environment. And sooner is better. I believe the Our Horizon 

proposal is one small step that will help put us on the path to oil addiction recovery. 

 

Christine Mills 

 
Transition Guelph 



CONSENT REPORT OF THE  
PUBLIC SERVICES COMMITTEE 

 
 
         May 25, 2015 

 
 

His Worship the Mayor and 
Councillors of the City of Guelph. 
 

 Your Public Services Committee beg leave to present their THIRD 
CONSENT REPORT as recommended at its meeting of May 4, 2015. 

 
If Council wishes to address a specific report in isolation please 

identify the item.  The item will be extracted and dealt with 

immediately.  The balance of the Consent Report of the Public Services 

Committee will be approved in one resolution. 

 
 

PS-2015.13 Revised Terms of Reference for the Wellbeing Grant 
Allocation Panel 

 
1. That the revised Terms of Reference for the Wellbeing Grants Allocation 

Panel be approved. 

 
2. That the end date of the eight (8) Panel members appointed on July 29, 

2013 be amended from November 30, 2015 to June 30, 2015, or until such 
time that a successor is appointed. 

 
3. That the end date of the two (2) Panel members appointed on December 8, 

2014 be amended from November 30, 2016 to June 30, 2016, or until such 

time that a successor is appointed. 
 

4. That the end date of the Panel members appointed on April 27, 2015 be 
amended from November 30, 2015 to June 30, 2016, or until such time that 
a successor is appointed. 

 

PS-2015.14 Business License Fees 2015 

 
1. That the Public Services Committee Report PS-15-23 regarding the Business 

Licence Fees 2015 dated May 4, 2015, be received. 
 

2. That staff be directed to prepare the necessary amendments to Business 
Licence By-law (2009)-18855, as amended to incorporate the 2015 fees as 
identified in Public Services Committee Report PS-15-23 dated May 4, 2015. 

 
 

PS-2015.15 Business Licence By-law Amendment – Donation Bin, 
Publication Dispensing Box Licensing 

 
1. That the Public Services Committee Report PS-15-24 “Business Licence By-

law Amendment – Donation Bin, Publication Dispensing Box Licensing” dated 
May 4, 2015 be received.  
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2. That the amendments to Business Licence By-law (2009)-18855 with respect 

to Donation Bins and Publication Dispensing Boxes as contained in Public 
Services Committee Report PS-15-24 dated May 4, 2015 be brought before 
Council for approval.  

 
3. That after one year of implementation of the amendments to the Business 

Licence By-law (2009)-18855 with respect to Donation Bins and Publication 
Dispensing Boxes as contained in Public Services Committee Report PS-15-
24 dated May 4, 2015 has lapsed, staff be directed to engage the public 

along with representatives of the Donation Bin, Publication Dispensing Boxes 
industries and identify the effectiveness of the licensing regime.  

 
 

 

 
 

     All of which is respectfully submitted. 
 
 

 
      Councillor Cathy Downer, Chair 

Public Services Committee 
 
 

 
 

Please bring the material that was distributed with the Agenda for the May 
4, 2015 Public Services Committee meeting.  



STAFF 

REPORT 

 PAGE 1 

 

TO   Public Services Committee 

 
SERVICE AREA Public Services – Culture, Tourism and Community Investment 

 
DATE   May 4, 2015 

 
SUBJECT Revised Terms of Reference for the Wellbeing Grant 

Allocation Panel 

 
REPORT NUMBER PS-15-25 

 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
PURPOSE OF REPORT 
To outline proposed changes to the Wellbeing Grant Allocation Panel’s Terms of 
Reference 
 

KEY FINDINGS 
The Wellbeing Grant Allocation Panel was established in 2013 and has now 

completed two rounds of granting decisions. These two years have provided the 
opportunity to grow into and learn from the logistics outlined in the Terms of 

Reference.   
 
Amendments to the Terms of Reference are recommended to: 

 Provide better management and support to the Panel through staff 
resources 

 Ensure efficiency in the grant allocation process 
 Consolidate grant allocation content into a single document.   

 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
The grants budget is part of the City’s operating budget and the amount is 

approved annually by City Council. The 2015 approved grants budget is 
$279,400. Changes to the Grants Allocation Panel’s Terms of Reference have no 

financial impact on the grants budget. 
 

ACTION REQUIRED 
Approve the revised Terms of Reference for the Wellbeing Grants Allocation 
Panel.   

 
For the eight (8) Panel members appointed on July 29, 2013, amend the 

appointment end date from November 30, 2015 to June 30, 2015, or until such 
time that a successor is appointed. 
 

For the two (2) Panel members appointed on December 8, 2014, amend the 
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appointment end date from November 30, 2016 to June 30, 2016, or until such 

time that a successor is appointed. 
 
For the Panel members appointed on April 27, 2015, amend the appointment 

end date from November 30, 2015 to June 30, 2016, or until such time that a 
successor is appointed. 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

1. That the revised Terms of Reference for the Wellbeing Grants Allocation 
Panel be approved 

 
2. That the end date of the eight (8) Panel members appointed on July 29, 2013 

be amended from November 30, 2015 to June 30, 2015, or until such time 

that a successor is appointed 
 

3. That the end date of the two (2) Panel members appointed on December 8, 
2014 be amended from November 30, 2016 to June 30, 2016, or until such 
time that a successor is appointed 

 
4. That the end date of the Panel members appointed on April 27, 2015 be 

amended from November 30, 2015 to June 30, 2016, or until such time that 
a successor is appointed 

 

BACKGROUND 
 
At the March 12, 2014 Community and Social Services Committee meeting, the 
Committee approved the creation of the Wellbeing Grant Allocation Panel (Report # 

CSS-CESS-1311: Community Investment Strategy Implementation – Community 
Wellbeing Grant Program). The Panel is composed of Guelph residents. The role of 

the Panel is to review applications to the Wellbeing Grant program and make 
allocation decisions on behalf of Council.   
 

On April 9, 2013, the Community and Social Services Committee approved the 
Terms of Reference for the Wellbeing Grant Allocation Panel (Report # CSS-CESS-

1317: CIS Implementation – Wellbeing Grant Allocation Panel Terms of Reference).   
 
The inaugural Panel of eight members was appointed by City Council on July 29, 

2013 for a term ending November 30, 2015. The Panel has determined grant 
allocations for the years 2014 and 2015. In the fall prior to the grant year, a call for 

grant applications is made (in August/September) with a closing date in October.  
Received applications are reviewed by the Panel from October to December and 
allocation decisions made in December. Applicants are notified of the Panel’s 

decision in the new year and payments to successful applicants processed.   
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A staff liaison, the Social Services Policy and Program Liaison (Grants Coordinator), 

is responsible for supporting the work of the Panel. The Grants Coordinator provides 
orientation to the Panel and also works with the Clerks Department for the 

recruitment and selection of new Panel members. At the end of each granting cycle, 
a debrief session is held to identify what worked well and also identify challenges 

and opportunities for improvement with the grant policy, forms and the Panel’s 
Terms of Reference. Panel recommendations are considered by a staff team and 
appropriate changes instituted.   

 

REPORT 

 
The Wellbeing Grant Allocation Panel is a new feature, not only for the Grants 

program but also to the City. The Panel differs from citizen advisory committees in 
that the Panel has delegated authority from City Council to make final decisions 
about grant funding allocations.   

 
The Panel was established in 2013 and has now completed two rounds of granting 

decisions (i.e. grants for budget years 2014 and 2015). These two years have 
provided the opportunity to grow into and learn from the logistics outlined in the 
Terms of Reference.   

 
Amendments to the Terms of Reference are recommended to better manage and 

support the Panel. The detailed changes are highlighted in the attached (ATT-1). In 
summary, the significant proposed changes are: 
 

1. Reduce Panel size from a maximum of 14 members to 12 
The current Panel is composed of eight members. Panel members stated that 

eight members is an optimal size to manage the workload while minimizing any 
logistical challenges associated with scheduling meetings and demands on the 

staff support.  Staff recommends that the Panel be composed of 8 members up 
to a maximum of 12 members. The range in Panel size accommodates 
succession planning between new and experienced Panel members, if needed. 

 
2. Term of membership 

Currently, the Terms of Reference state that appointments are for a period of 
two years for a maximum of two terms. In the absence of any other specificity, 
the same end date for other citizen appointments of November 30 is used.   

 
A November 30 date for the end of appointments to the Panel occurs in the 

middle of a grant cycle. Removing and adding members once the process has 
begun would require that completed work must be redone by any new members 
added mid-cycle. Staff recommends that appointments to the Panel be for the 

period ending in June. This recommendation ensures that the Panel members 
are appointed for the entire grant cycle and requires that the appointment end 

date of current members be adjusted accordingly. 
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To ensure a balance between new and experienced Panel members, staff also 

recommends that first year appointments be made for one year and subsequent 
appointments for a period of one to three years. Consistent with the Citizen 

Appointment Policy, staff recommends the maximum period that a citizen may 
serve on the Panel be amended from two terms (total of four years) to a 

maximum of eight years. These terms allow for the Panel to develop and retain 
experience while also ensuring continuous opportunities are created for citizen 
participation. 

 
3. Terms of Reference content 

Expectations of Panel members for conflict of interest, confidentiality and 
privacy are currently contained within Report # CSS-CESS-1317. Staff 
recommends this content be embedded into the Panel’s Terms of Reference.  

This change ensures that all documentation related to the Allocation Panel is 
consolidated in one document. 

 

CORPORATE STRATEGIC PLAN 

  
Organizational Excellence 
1.3 Build robust systems, structures and frameworks aligned to strategy 

 
Innovation in Local Government 

2.1 Build an adaptive environment, for government innovation to ensure fiscal 
and service sustainability 

2.2 Deliver Public Service better 

2.3  Ensure accountability, transparency and engagement 
 

City Building 
3.1 Ensure a well-designed, safe, inclusive, appealing and sustainable City 

3.3  Strengthen citizen and stakeholder engagement and communications 
 

DEPARTMENTAL CONSULTATION 

 
The Clerks Department was consulted in the development of the revised Terms of 

Reference for the Wellbeing Grant Allocation Panel. 
 

COMMUNICATIONS 
 
Following Council approval, the Clerks Department will advise currently 
appointment Panel member of the change to his/her appointment end date. 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
 
ATT-1  Wellbeing Grant Allocation Panel Terms of Reference 
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Report Author 
Karen Kawakami      

Social Services Policy and Program Liaison  
Public Services 

      
 
 

      
 

 
 

__________________________ __________________________ 

Approved By    Recommended By 
Colleen Clack    Derrick Thomson 

General Manager    Deputy CAO 
Culture, Tourism and   Public Services 
Community Investments 

519-822-1260 ext. 2588   519-822-1260 ext. 2665 
colleen.clack@guelph.ca   derrick.thomson@guelph.ca 
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Wellbeing Grant Allocation Panel Terms of Reference 

Panel Name 
Wellbeing Grant Allocation Panel 

Background and Mandate 
The City of Guelph believes that community benefit organizations play an essential role in 
improving the wellbeing of Guelph residents.   The City developed the Community Investment 
Strategy (CIS) to improve the way it supports, partners with and funds these important 
organizations. 
 
The overarching vision for the CIS is to provide a transparent and responsive decision-making 
framework to guide the full range of mutually beneficial relationships between the City and 
Guelph’s community benefit sector, in pursuit of community wellbeing and responsible 
stewardship. 
 
The Wellbeing Grant Program is one of the key mechanisms which support this vision by 
providing funding to organizations in a transparent, accountable and consistent way.  An 
important feature of this new program is that it empowers local residents to decide how the 
grant funding budget is allocated.  This feature is central to the program and directly supports 
the City’s goal of increasing community participation in municipal decision making.  
 
The Wellbeing Grant Program aligns closely with the Community Wellbeing Initiative.  The grant 
program aims to draw from this work and use the wellbeing goals developed by the community 
during this process to guide its funding decisions. 
  
This Wellbeing Grant Allocation Panel has received Council delegated authority to allocate 
annual Wellbeing Grant Program funding to eligible community benefit organizations whose 
work positively impacts on the wellbeing of Guelph as a whole, its neighbourhoods and 
individuals.   

Goals Responsibilities 
Guided by the Corporation’s mission, vision and values, and those set out in the Community 
Investment Strategy, the Panel will: 

 On behalf of the City, allocate City funds to eligible organizations that will contribute to 
the achievement of the community’s wellbeing goals 

 Provide objective, consistent and transparent assessment of all applications submitted 
to the City’s Wellbeing Grant Program 

 Support the City to effectively assess and communicate the community impact of the 
City’s grant program 

Standing Committee to which it reports: 
Community and Social Services Committee Public Services Committee 

Members/Composition: 
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The Panel will be composed of 8, up to a maximum of Fourteen (14) 12, members who are 
Guelph residents appointed by Council.   Resident refers to all persons who reside in Guelph 
and includes permanent residents, refugees, refugee claimants and residents without homes 
and who are at least 18 years of age (unless otherwise specified and approved in the terms of 
reference). For the purpose of this panel, resident also includes any person who owns property 
in the City of Guelph. 
 
Membership should strive to reflect the diversity of Guelph residents as defined by the City’s 
Diversity Strategy. The Panel should strive to have knowledge, skills and expertise in the areas 
of: 

 Municipal granting to community benefit organizations 
 The community benefit sector in Guelph 
 The local community, its needs and aspirations 
 Social services, arts and culture, special events, community recreation and sports.  

Membership should reflect, as much as possible, a balanced representation from each 
of these sectors 

 The eight domains of community wellbeing as defined by the Canadian Index of 
Wellbeing, https://uwaterloo.ca/canadian-index-wellbeing/ 

 Community Vitality  
 Democratic Engagement 
 Healthy populations 
 Time use 
 Environment 
 Education 
 Leisure and Culture 
 Living Standards 

 Financial expertise 
 Community programming and evaluation techniques 

Term of Membership 
Panel appointments shall be for one year for the first term.  In order to maintain balance 
between experienced and new panel members, subsequent re-appointments will be for a 
period of one to three years as recommended by the staff liaison.  Appointments will be for the 
period of June to June.    Panel members may serve on the Panel for a maximum of (2) two 
terms 8 years.  In the first year half of the Panel membership will be appointed for a one (1) 
year term. This will ensure staggered departure dates. 
 
If a Panel member misses two consecutive meetings, that member will be deemed to have 
forfeited their panel position.  An opportunity will be allowed for the member to address the 
Panel, via the Chair in writing or via email regarding their absenteeism.    
 
The staff liaison will advise the standing committee and notify the Clerks Department of any 
change of membership.   
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Council reserves retains the right to make the final decision to make appointments and end 
appointments. 

Resources and Budget 
The Panel will allocate the annual Council approved budget for the Wellbeing Grant Program.   
 
The annual budget will be set as part of the City’s annual operating budget setting process.    
 
The maximum funding allocation to any single organization cannot exceed $15,000, or an 
amount as determined by Council, in any grant cycle.   

Staff Support 
The Panel will be supported by the Community and Social Services Program and Policy Liaison 
(Grants Coordinator).  This staff member will:- 
 
1. Work with the Panel Chair to set meeting agendas and agree upon proceedings 
2. To provide orientation to the Panel at the first meeting of each granting cycle to include 

information about relevant goals and objectives, policies and processes 
3. Work with the Chair to schedule meetings and coordinate meeting logistics and support 
4. Work with the Chair, Vice Chair and Panel members to create an annual report on their 

behalf that satisfies the Panel’s reporting obligations to Council 
5. Work with other City departments to coordinate communications about the Panel and its 

work 
6. Liaise with applicant organizations to provide additional information to the Panel as 

requested 
7. To pParticipate in the process of recruitment and selection of new Panel members and to 

liaise with Clerks Services as required regarding this process 
8. Liaise with the Finance Department to ensure that Finance staff issue the appropriate 

grant amounts to successful applicants in accordance with the Panel’s final allocation 
decisions 

9. Respond to applicant inquiries regarding the application process and review of their 
application 

 
Additional staff from Community and Social Public Services will participate in meetings to 
provide general contextual information about: 

 Community needs and aspirations 
 Sector specific knowledge (social services, arts and culture, special events, community 

recreation and sports) 
 The eight domains of wellbeing 
 Local services, programs and activities 
 Information about relevant City initiatives, plans and strategies 

Frequency of Meetings 
A minimum of eight (8) meetings per year. The majority of these meetings will take place 
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between July  September and February.  Additional meetings may be called from time to time, 
as part of the grant allocation process. 

Decision Making 
A quorum of half plus one of the total members of the Panel is required for a Panel meeting. 
 
The Panel will operate a consensus orientated decision making process where possible.  Where 
decisions cannot be made by consensus a vote will be taken.  Votes will be taken by a show of 
hands.  A draw will be considered a negative vote. 
 
Staff have has no voting privileges. 
 
Deliberation of all applications will be guided by the Wellbeing Grant Program ‘eligibility 
criteria’ and ‘application assessment criteria’ which are approved by Council and will be 
reviewed regularly by Council. 

Conflict of Interest 
Panel members should consider whether they have a real or perceived conflict of interest with 
his or her responsibilities of the Panel, including any direct or indirect pecuniary interest with 
the City.  Panel members must declare any conflicts of interest that arise during the review 
process. Where a conflict of interest situation occurs, that Panel member will not participate in 
any discussions relating to that specific application. 
 
For example (this list is not exhaustive), a conflict of interest may be considered: 

 A financial interest in the success or failure of an applicant   
 A direct involvement in the management or leadership of an applicant organization. This 

situation does not automatically preclude those who have been involved in a non-
leadership and non-management volunteer capacity.  

 For the purposes of this Panel, the interests of spouses and children are also to be 
considered when assessing Conflicts of Interest. 

 Any other reason that makes a Panel member unable to review the application 
objectively.   

 
It will not generally be considered a conflict of interest if a Panel member has in the past or 
currently benefits in some way as a participant, user or client of any applicant organization. This 
situation is considered lived experience. However if the benefit creates a real or perceived 
conflict, this benefit  must be declared to the Panel.   

Confidentiality and Privacy Expectations  
The Panel meetings will not be open to the Public.  Personal information, as defined by the 
Municipal Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act (MFIPPA) is collected under the 
authority of the Municipal Act, 2001, and in accordance with the provisions of MFIPPA.  
Personal information contained in the applications will be used for the purpose of determining 
the eligibility of an applicant and suitability of their application for a Wellbeing Grant by the 
Panel.  This information will not be shared outside of the Panel.     
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Questions about the collection, use and disclosure of information are directed to the City of 
Guelph’s Access, Privacy and Records Specialist at 519-822-1260 x 2349 or privacy@guelph.ca 

Reporting and Communications 
The Panel will produce an annual report to Council following each granting cycle.  This report 
will include: 
 

 Grant application statistics (for example, number of applications, $ value total amount 
requested from organizations, etc.) 

 Details of successful applications 
 Summary of the deliberation process 
 Summary of any learning opportunities for the Panel, the granting program/process as a 

whole and for organizations making future applications 
 Highlights of the positive impact of previous years grant allocations (this section of the 

report will be provided from 2015 onwards)  This will include contribution to the 
development and reporting of grant program Key Performance Indicators 

 
Minutes of key decisions will be taken at all meetings and circulated to Panel members.  
Approved meeting minutes will be made publicly available on the City website.   
 
All communications and media releases regarding the Wellbeing Grant Program are managed 
by the General Manager of Culture, Tourism and Community Investment (or designate).  The 
General Manager, or designate, will act as the Wellbeing Grant Program spokesperson.  Panel 
members should not speak to the media.  Any inquiries received by Panel members from either 
the media or applicant organizations should be directed to the designated City contact. 
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TO   Public Services Committee 

 
SERVICE AREA Public Services: Operations 

 
DATE   May 4, 2015 

 
SUBJECT Business Licence Fees 2015 
 

REPORT NUMBER PS-15-23 

 

 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
PURPOSE OF REPORT 
To establish business licensing fees for 2015. 
 

KEY FINDINGS 
Business licence fees are based on a full cost recovery model with an average 
fee increase of 5.76%. 

 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
Business licensing fees are calculated on a cost recovery basis; therefore, no 
additional revenue will be realized from the proposed 2015 business licence 

fees. 
 

ACTION REQUIRED 
To receive staff’s report and to recommend an amendment to the City’s 
Business Licence By-law to set the Business Licence Fees for 2015 be passed by 

Council. 

 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

1. THAT the Public Services Committee Report PS-15-23 regarding the Business 
Licence Fees 2015 dated May 4, 2015 be received; and, 

 

2. THAT staff be directed to prepare the necessary amendments to Business 
Licence By-law (2009)-18855, as amended to incorporate the 2015 fees as 

identified in Public Services Committee Report PS-15-23 dated May 4, 2015. 
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BACKGROUND 

 
As per Council direction, staff is required to recommend annual business licence 
fees to recover the costs of administration, inspection and enforcement for both 
new and renewal business licences. Staff utilize a cost recovery model that has 

input from the Finance Department and is updated annually. 

 

REPORT 
 
Staff reviewed the operating costs of issuing both new and renewal business 
licences for 2015, and based on the cost recovery model are recommending the 

2015 Business Licence fees (ATT- 1). 
 
With respect to Private Property Agents, staff is recommending that no renewal fees 

be imposed for this licence. Upon review, it was acknowledged that Private Property 
Agents generate parking fine revenue for the City without any corresponding cost 

recovery from the City. Without the annual renewal fee being imposed, it is 
expected the number of licensees within this category will increase. As such, the 
nominal loss of revenue to the business licensing revenue will be recovered through 

parking fine issuance. 
 

CORPORATE STRATEGIC PLAN  
 

Innovation in Local Government 
2.3  Ensure accountability, transparency and engagement 
 

City Building 
3.1 Ensure a well designed, safe, inclusive, appealing and sustainable City 

3.2 Be economically viable, resilient, diverse and attractive for business 

 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
Business licensing fees are calculated on a cost recovery basis; therefore, no 
additional revenue will be realized from the proposed 2015 business licence fees. 
The nominal increase in fees will be offset by corresponding operating costs. 

 

DEPARTMENTAL CONSULTATION 

 
Corporate Communications 

Human Resources 
Finance 

Wellington Dufferin Guelph Health Unit 
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COMMUNICATIONS 

 
An advertisement inviting the public to submit comments or speak to the fee 

increase was placed in the Guelph Tribune on April 30, 2015 in compliance with the 
Public Notice Provisions Policy. All background information and reports are available 
on the City of Guelph website and the reports are available at ServiceGuelph. 

Businesses will be informed during the renewal process of the increase in fees.  
 

ATTACHMENTS 
 
ATT-1  Schedule of Current (2014) & Proposed (2015) Business Licence Fees 

 
 

 
Report Author:    
Jennifer Jacobi 

Licensing Coordinator     
Bylaw Compliance, Security and Licensing 

 
 

 
 
 

 
________________________  __________________________ 

Recommended By    Approved By 
Rodney Keller     Derrick Thomson     
General Manager     Deputy CAO 

Operations Department    Public Services 
519-822-1260 ext. 2949    519-822-1260, ext. 2665  

Rodney.keller@guelph.ca    derrick.thomson@guelph.ca 
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Current & Proposed Schedule of Fees 
 

Inspection 

Business Current Fee for 

Application for 
Inspection – 2014  

Proposed Fee – 2015   

(to the nearest 
dollar) 

Adult Entertainment 
Establishment 

$297 $304 

Adult Entertainment Retail 
Establishment 

$258 $264 

Amusement Establishment $286 $293 

Bed & Breakfast $207 $213 

Catering Company $258 $265 

Food Premises $298 $305 

Food Vehicle $183 $188 

Holistic Services – Owner  $338 $346 

Holistic Services – 

Operator/Practitioner 

N/A N/A 

Hotel Establishment $332 $341 

Pawnbroker $207 $213 

Personal Services 

Establishment 

$245 $251 

Private Parking Agent $63 $63 

Public Assembly Hall $298 $305 

Street Vendor $183 $188 

Driving Instructor N/A N/A 

 
Application 

Business Current Fee for 
Business Licence 

Application – 2014  

Proposed Fee – 2015  

Adult Entertainment 
Establishment 

$186 $201 

Adult Entertainment Retail 
Establishment 

$186 
 

$201 

Amusement Establishment $152 $167 

Bed & Breakfast $152 $167 

Catering Company $152 $167 

Food Premises $152 $167 

Food Vehicle $152 $167 

Holistic Services – Owner  $152 $167 

Holistic Services – 

Operator/Practitioner 

$237 $253 

Hotel Establishment $152 $167 

Pawnbroker $152 $167 

Personal Services 

Establishment 

$152 $167 
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Private Parking Agent $152 $167 

Public Assembly Hall $152 $167 

Street Vendor $186 $201 

Driving Instructor $152 $167 
 

Renewal 

Business Current Renewal Fee 
– 2014 

Proposed Fee – 2015  

Adult Entertainment 
Establishment 

$258 $276 

Adult Entertainment Retail 

Establishment 

$258 $276 

Amusement Establishment $169 $186 

Bed & Breakfast $169 $186 

Catering Company $180 $198 

Food Premises $180 $198 

Food Vehicle $228 $246 

Holistic Services – Owner  $261 $280 

Holistic Services – 
Operator/Practitioner 

$207 $222 

Hotel Establishment $237 $258 

Pawnbroker $101 $115 

Personal Services 
Establishment 

$228 $246 

Private Parking Agent $101 $0.00 

Public Assembly Hall $175 $193 

Street Vendor $256 $274 

Driving Instructor $101 $115 
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TO   Public Services Committee 

 
SERVICE AREA Public Services: Operations 

 
DATE   May 4, 2015 

 
SUBJECT Business Licence By-law Amendment – Donation Bin, 

Publication Dispensing Box Licensing 

 
REPORT NUMBER PS-15-24 

 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
PURPOSE OF REPORT 
To provide information to City Council regarding the regulation and/or licensing 
of Donation Bins and Publication Dispensing Boxes, and to introduce 
amendments to City of Guelph Business Licensing By-law (2009)-18855. 

 
KEY FINDINGS 
Residents have expressed concerns relating to Donation Bins and Publication 
Dispensing Boxes located on both private and public property. Concerns include 

illegal dumping surrounding the areas of Donation Bins and the placement of 
Donation Bins and Publication Dispensing Boxes on private or public land without 

consent of the land owner. 
 
A number of municipalities within Ontario are facing these same nuisances and 

many have implemented licensing by-laws as a means to seek compliance and 
regulate both the Donation Bin and Publication Dispensing Box industries. The 

industry supports regulations and standards to address illegal dumping and 
nuisances, provided consistent enforcement is conducted. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
If implemented, an increase in Business Licensing revenue is anticipated; 

however, as licensing fees are calculated on a cost recovery basis any additional 
revenue realized will off-set the costs of administration, education and 

compliance.   

 
ACTION REQUIRED 
To receive staff’s report and to recommend an amendment to the City’s 
Business Licence By-law to regulate Donation Bins and Publication Dispensing 

Boxes be passed by Council.  
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RECOMMENDATION 

 
1. THAT the Public Services Committee Report PS-15-24 “Business Licence By-

law Amendment – Donation Bin, Publication Dispensing Box Licensing” dated 
May 4, 2015 be received. 

 
2. THAT the amendments to Business Licence By-law (2009)-18855 with 

respect to Donation Bins and Publication Dispensing Boxes as contained in 
Public Services Committee Report PS-15-24 dated May 4, 2015 be brought 
before Council for approval. 

 
3. THAT after one year of implementation of the amendments to the Business 

Licence By-law (2009)-18855 with respect to Donation Bins and Publication 
Dispensing Boxes as contained in Public Services Committee Report PS-15-24 
dated May 4, 2015 has lapsed, staff be directed to engage the public along 

with representatives of the Donation Bin, Publication Dispensing Boxes 
industries and identify the effectiveness of the licensing regime.   

 

BACKGROUND 

 
On May 6, 2014, Council received Operations, Transit & Emergency Services 

Committee Report OTES 051413 and passed a resolution directing staff to consult 
with the public and the Donation Bin and Publication Dispensing Boxes industries to 
create an amendment to the Business Licensing By-law for the addition of a 

schedule to licence and regulate Donation Bins and Publication Dispensing Boxes 
within the City of Guelph. 

 
Residents and property owners have and continue to express concerns to staff with 
respect to nuisances associated with Donation Bins. Concerns include bins being 

placed on private or public lands without the property owner’s consent and that 
these bins are attracting illegal dumping. 

 
Similar concerns have been received by staff with respect to Publication Dispensing 
Boxes. Most concerns received by staff with respect to these boxes are that they 

are being placed without the land owner’s consent and lack routine maintenance.  

 

REPORT 
 

Industry/Stakeholder Consultation: 
 
As a result of Council’s resolution, City Licensing staff held meetings on September 

18 and 19, 2014 with stakeholders and industry leaders who either operate or 
benefit from the collection of goods of Donation Bins and operators of Publication 

Dispensing Boxes. These meetings were to discuss possible regulations for Donation 
Bins and Publication Dispensing Boxes. 
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While City staff were concerned with items such as illegal dumping, the industry 

representatives and stakeholders voiced concerns with their boxes being vandalized 
or stolen, as well as misrepresentation as to where public donations and proceeds 

were being directed to. These representatives provided feedback and suggestions 
for other regulations based on their experience with licensing programs at other 

municipalities. 
 

Public Engagement: 

 

In conjunction with the industry representatives and stakeholders, staff provided 

opportunity for the public to provide comments on proposed regulations. Public 
comments were welcomed via mail, email, phone, fax and through social media. In 
addition, on October 7, 2014, staff along with industry representatives held a public 

open house on the proposed by-law amendment. Following the engagement 
process, staff reviewed and considered comments received from industry 

representatives, stakeholders and the public (ATT-1).  
 

Proposed Schedule – Business Licence Amendment: 

 

Following the review of public comments, staff finalized a proposed amendment to 

create a Donation Bin, Publication Dispensing Box Schedule and conditions within to 
the City’s Business Licence By-law (2009)-18855 for Council’s consideration (ATT-

2). 
 

If approved, the proposed schedule will: 

 

 Require operators of Donation Bins and Publication Dispensing Boxes within 

the City of Guelph to obtain a business licence before operating 
 

 As part of the business licence application it would be a requirement for 
operators of Donation Bins and Publication Dispensing Boxes to obtain 
property owner’s or the City’s consent before placement on private or City 

land in compliance with the City’s Zoning Bylaw (Donation Bins will not be 
permitted on the City’s Road Allowance) 

 
 Require that Donation Bins are clearly identified as to the ownership of the 

bin, and if the operator is a “not-for-profit” or “for-profit” organization 

 
 Require that proper and adequate insurance is maintained for any Donation 

Bin or Publication Box 
 

 Provide authority under certain conditions to staff to remove and dispose of 
any Donation Bin or Publication Dispensing Box not complying with the 
Business Licensing Bylaw 
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 Require Publication Dispensing Boxes to be placed in areas not affecting 

pedestrian accessibility or other safety concerns 
 

 Require routine maintenance of Publication Dispensing Boxes and Donation 
Bins 

 
 Organizations that accept donations in person or within a building are not 

affected 

 
 Racks or other devices used within businesses to sell or provide publications 

are not affected 
 

Implementation: 

 
Given the public feedback and desire to implement this schedule as soon as 

possible the proposed amendment will take effect as of July 1, 2015. At that time, 
licensing administration staff will be prepared to process applications. To allow the 
industry sufficient time to obtain a licence, enforcement will not commence until 

August 1, 2015. A licence will be valid for a one year period from time of issue. 
 

Compliance: 

 

The City’s Bylaw Compliance Officers are the primary staff responsible for 
compliance of the Business Licensing By-law. There will be no requirement for 
additional compliance officers, as existing staff will be able to address concerns and 

proactively seek compliance with the proposed amendment within their daily duties.  
Bylaw Compliance staff will seek adherence to this By-law proactively and will 

enforce with or without a complaint being made.   
 
For unlicensed Donation Bins or Publication Dispensing Boxes, Bylaw Compliance 

staff will normally call upon the Operations Department or a private contractor to 
remove the bin or box.  All contents of the bin/box will be immediately disposed of 

or donated to a local charity. The bin/box will be stored at Solid Waste Resources 
Department for 30 days after which time, it will be disposed of or donated to a local 
charity. 

  
The proposed schedule indicates that all costs associated with removal and disposal 

of the bin/box are that of the bin/box operator and to reduce the cost of licensing, 
staff will actively seek re-imbursement of these costs. 
 

Set Fines/Summonses: 
 

Should Council approve the proposed schedule, staff will submit application to the 
Senior Regional Justice of the Ministry of the Attorney General requesting that 
additional set fines be established.   
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Staff have considered set fines of other City Bylaws; therefore in staff’s application 

to the Senior Regional Justice, staff will request that the set fines under the 
proposed schedule be about $500. 

 
For continued violations or where circumstances warrant, as with all By-law 

violations, Bylaw Compliance Officers and Guelph Police Services Officers have the 
option of summonsing the defendant before the Provincial Offence Court, where 
upon conviction the Justice of the Peace may impose a higher fine.  

 
Cost for Implementation: 

 
The estimated startup cost associated to implement the new schedule will be 
approximately $5,000. This amount will include wages (estimated at $2,000) for 

temporary part-time administration staff to assist with the applications, the cost of 
the identification card/markers (estimated at $1,000) along with costs associated 

with an educational campaign (print ads at $2,000). 
 
It should be noted there will be initial costs for removal and disposal of unlicensed 

Donation Bins, however through consistent enforcement, staff expect the number of 
Bins operating illegally will decrease. Although it may be difficult, staff will attempt 

to recover all costs associated with the bin’s removal from the bin owner. 
 
Fees and Revenues: 

 
Based on the City’s licensing fee formula, the cost for a Donation Bin Business 

Licence would be $250 for each bin with the current renewal fee being $150. For a 
Publication Dispensing Boxes, the licensing fee would be $167 with a renewal fee of 
$115. With respect to Publication Dispensing Boxes, each licence would be valid for 

up to 50 separate boxes.   
 

Beyond the startup costs, it is anticipated revenue in the amount of about $2,000 
will be generated in 2015. This revenue will off-set the costs of enforcement. 
 

Follow Up: 

 

If implemented, staff recommend that engagement be conducted with industry 

representatives and stakeholders of the Donation Bin and Public Dispensing Box 
industry after one year has lapsed to determine the effectiveness of the licensing 
regime.   

 
CORPORATE STRATEGIC PLAN  
 
Organizational Excellence 

1.2 Develop collaborative work team and apply whole systems thinking to deliver 
creative solutions 
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Innovation in Local Government 

2.2 Deliver Public Service better 
 

City Building 
3.1 Ensure a well designed, safe, inclusive, appealing and sustainable City 

 

DEPARTMENTAL CONSULTATION 
 
Building Services 
Community Engagement 

Corporate Communications 
Court Services 

Engineering Services 
Finance 
Guelph Police Services 

Information Technology 
Legal and Realty Services 

Operations 
Solid Waste Resources 

 

COMMUNICATIONS 

 
To increase public comprehension and awareness, information on the creation of 
regulations for Donation Bins, Publication Dispensing Boxes will be advertised 

through local and social media.  
 

Upon approval of the Business Licence By-law amendment, staff in conjunction with 
Public Engagement staff and Communications staff will continue their strategy to 
engage and educate the public and stakeholders on this matter. 

 
ATTACHMENTS 

 
ATT-1  Community Engagement comments 

ATT-2  Draft By-law amendment 
 

 
 

Report Author 
Jennifer Jacobi, Licensing Coordinator,  
Bylaw Compliance, Security and Licensing 
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________________________  __________________________ 
Recommended By    Approved By 
Rodney Keller     Derrick Thomson     

General Manager     Deputy CAO 
Operations Department    Public Services 

519-822-1260 ext. 2949    519-822-1260, ext. 2665  
Rodney.keller@guelph.ca    derrick.thomson@guelph.ca 
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PS-15-24 ATT-1 

Community Engagement Comments 
 

Method of 

Contact 

Feedback/Comments: Staff Comments: 

Email Received a complaint about a newspaper box chained to 

a traffic signal pole. The newspaper box is blocking the 

pedestrian button. A person using a wheelchair cannot 

reach the button the activate it. 

Licensing of publication 

dispensing boxes can address 

this issue.  

Mail/Phone The Secondary Materials and Recycled Textiles 

Association (SMART) based in the US indicates they 

have a number of bins within the US and Canada. They 

recommend reviewing the associations’ code of conduct. 

Proposed Bylaw follows the 

code of conduct recommended 

by SMART. 

Meeting Comment was received that property owners are unsure 

if they have a right to remove bins on their property.  

Proposed regulations clarify and bins are enforceable. 

No Comment 

Meeting Bin operator would like concerns regarding unlicensed 

bins acted upon. 

Enforcement of regulations will 

be proactive and reactive  

Meeting Can licensing fees be lower for donation bins located on 

the bin owner’s property? 

Fees are based on cost 

recovery.   

Meeting Bin operator requests that the Bylaw states metal bins 

must be used. 

Requirement for metal bins 

included in schedule. 

Meeting Regulations should be added to discourage theft and 

vandalism of bins and boxes 

Section added to Bylaw to 

discourage this type of activity 

Meeting Should property owner be responsible for removal?  

Donation Bin operators indicate this may affect the 

property owner's willingness to assist charities; 

recommend that the removal cost for unlicensed bins be 

high and applied to bin operator/owner. 

Proposed Bylaw indicates cost 

of bin removal is the 

responsibility of bin owner.  

Property owner is still 

responsible for any property 

standards issues. 

Meeting Bin operator indicated charities are struggling these 

days, and would like to continue, but everybody needs 

to play by the same rules. 

No comment 

Meeting Property owners currently to police bins, owners are 

fatigued from the number of fraudulent charities coming 

onto their properties.  

No Comment 

Meeting Question raised about whether or not these regulations 

affect bins indoors (food collections, etc.)  

Regulations do not affect bins 

or collections within buildings 

Meeting Will a licence be required for bins outdoors collecting 

electronics? 

Yes, all donation bins outside 

will require a licence. 

Meeting Under Operation Requirements include that publication 

dispensing boxes may be chained to secure them 

Added to regulations 

Meeting Include that a sticker licence may be issued and must 

be adhered to each box at each location 

Added to regulations 

Meeting Include in Bylaw that boxes at special events may be 

excluded from getting a business licence 

Exemption added to schedule 

Meeting Concerns with "City order to remove" found in Bylaws of 

other Municipalities too broad and can be costly for 

operators. 

Specific sections added to 

Schedule as reasons for 

removal of Publication Bins and 

who is responsible for costs 

identified. 

Meeting Should there be a clause in the schedule so that the 

City can restrict boxes in certain locationsÉ 

Application process should 

address this issue 
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SCHEDULE 15 
to City of Guelph By-law Number (2009)-18855 as amended 

 
DONATION BIN AND PUBLICATION DISPENSING BOX 

 

The provisions of this Schedule shall apply in respect of Donation Bins and 
Publication Dispensing Boxes. 

 
 
INTERPRETATION 

 
1. In addition to the terms defined in Section 1 of this By-law, the 

following terms shall have the corresponding meanings: 
    
(a) “Donation Bin” means a receptacle located outdoors, within the 

geographic area that is under the City’s jurisdiction, and placed, 
installed, displayed, operated, used, altered or maintained for the 

purpose of collecting donated items from the public, including but 
not limited to appliances, clothing, household items, metal, paper, 
recyclables and toys, but does not include a receptacle located 

within a Building or a receptacle owned or operated by the City; 
 

(b)  “Operator” means the Licensee under this Schedule who operates 
a Donation Bin or Publication Dispensing Box, or an agent of such 
Licensee; 

 
(c) "Permitted Hours" means the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. 

Monday to Friday and 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. on Saturdays, 
Sundays and Holidays.  

 

(d) “Property Owner” means the owner of the property on which a 
Donation Bin or Publication Dispensing Box is located, or an agent 

of such owner;  
 

(e) “Publication Dispensing Box” means a container located outdoors, 
within the geographic area that is under the City’s jurisdiction, and 
placed, installed, displayed, operated, used, altered or maintained 

for the purpose of dispensing publications to the public, either for 
financial consideration or free of charge, but does not include a 

container located within a Building or a container owned or 
operated by the City; and 

 

(f) “Special Event” means an event approved in writing by the City. 
 

  
CONDITIONS   
 

2.  
(a) No person shall locate, or permit to be located, any Donation Bin 

or Publication Dispensing Box within the City of Guelph without a 
licence to do so. 

 

(b) Section 2(a) does not apply to a Donation Bin or Publication 
Dispensing Box that is temporarily located at a Special Event in the 

location authorized in writing by the City and the Special Event 
organizer. 

 

3. No Person shall interfere with, vandalize or, without the written consent 
of the Operator or the City, move any licensed Donation Bin or 

Publication Dispensing Box. 
 
4. The City may:   

 



 

(a) If it discovers that a licensed Donation Bin or Publication 

Dispensing Box appears to be in contravention of this Schedule:  
 

i. Give notice to the Operator requiring the Operator to 
bring the said Donation Bin or Publication Dispensing Box 
into compliance with this Schedule within three (3) 

business days, and  
 

ii. If the Operator fails to bring the said Donation Bin or 
Publication Dispensing Box into compliance with this 
Schedule within the said three (3) business days, remove, 

impound and store it, and impose the costs of such 
removal, impounding and storage upon the Operator;    

 
(b) If it discovers an unlicensed Donation Bin or Publication Dispensing 

Box, immediately remove, impound and store it, and impose the 

costs of such removal, impounding and storage upon the owner of 
the Donation Bin or Publication Dispensing Box and any Person 

who caused or permitted its placement; and  
 
(c) If a Donation Bin or Publication Dispensing Box has been removed, 

impounded and stored by the City for a period of more than thirty 
(30) days, immediately, and without notice, dispose of such 

Donation Bin or Publication Dispensing Box and the contents 
thereof, in a manner as may be determined by the City.  

 

5. In no event shall the City be liable, or in any way responsible, for any 
loss, damage or cost incurred by any Operator or any other Person due 

to the removal, impounding, storage or disposal of any Donation Bin or 
Publication Dispensing Box by the City under this Schedule.   
 

 
ADDITIONAL APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS 

 
6. No Inspection or Floor Plan is required as part of an application for a 

Business Licence or renewal of a Business Licence under this Schedule.   
 

7. If the Applicant for a Business Licence or renewal of a Business Licence 

under this Schedule is an individual, then the individual shall:  
 

(a) Sign the application himself/herself; and  
 
(b) Satisfy the same requirements regarding insurance and proof 

thereof, as apply to partnerships and corporations.     
 

8. Every Person applying for a Business Licence or renewal of a Business 
Licence in respect of a Donation Bin shall submit as part of such 
application:   

 
(a) A letter of permission from the Property Owner of each property 

where the Person intends to locate each Donation Bin; and  

 

(b) A site plan indicating the location where the Person intends to 

locate each Donation Bin, with relation to all property lines of each 

such property. 

 
9. Every Person applying for a Business Licence or renewal of a Business 

Licence in respect of a Publication Dispensing Box shall submit as part of 
such application: 

 

(a) A letter of permission from the Property Owner of each property 

where the Person intends to locate each Publication Dispensing 

Box; and  



 

 

(b) A list containing every location where the Person intends to locate 

a Publication Dispensing Box. 

 
OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS  
 

Physical Condition 
 

10. Every Operator shall ensure that:   
 

(a) Every one of the Operator’s Donation Bins and Publication 
Dispensing Boxes is clean, rust free, in good repair, and free of 
graffiti and any other form of vandalism;  

 
(b) All areas immediately adjacent to every one of the Operator’s 

Donation Bins and Publication Dispensing Boxes is clean and free of 
litter, refuse and debris at all times and in full compliance with the 
City’s Property Standards, Lot Maintenance and Waste by-laws;   

 
(c) Every one of the Operator’s Donation Bins is of metal construction; 

 
(d) Every one of the Operator’s Donation Bins that is used for 

collecting clothing, household items, paper or toys has a self-

closing deposit door/hatch, and, if it has any other point of entry, 
each such other point of entry is locked at all times when the 

Donation Bin is unattended; and  
 
(e) Every one of the Operator’s Publication Dispensing Boxes located 

on a Highway is not left un-stocked with current publications for a 
period greater than twenty-one (21) consecutive days.    

 
11. No person shall pick up, drop off or remove a Donation Bin outside of 

Permitted Hours, unless authorized to do so in writing by the Issuer of 

Licences. 
 

12. Every Operator shall ensure that the information that is required by this 
Bylaw to be affixed to the Operator’s Donation Bin is in place at all 
times in the manner indicated. 

 
13. The following information is required to be affixed to every Donation Bin 

in wording not less than 150 Font in size and in contrasting colour to the 
Bin:  
 

(a) Name and address of the owner; 
 

(b) Name, address and valid telephone number of the Operator; 
 

(c) If the Operator is a registered charity, the Canada Revenue Agency 
registration number and the words “Not For Profit”;  

 

(d) If the Operator is a registered not-for-profit business, the business 
registration number and the words “Not For Profit”; and  

 
(e) If the Operator is neither a registered charity nor a registered not-

for-profit business, the business registration number and the words 

“For Profit”.   
 

14. Every Operator of a Public Dispensing Box shall ensure that a valid 
identification decal issued by the City is affixed to such Publication 
Dispensing Box in a conspicuous place clearly visible to the public. 

 
Location 

 



 

15. Every Operator shall ensure that such Operator’s Donation Bin is 

located:  
 

(a) In the location designated on the Operator’s approved site plan; 

 
(b) In the location identified on the Operator’s Business Licence; and  

 

(c) In compliance with the provisions of this By-law. 
 

16. Every Operator shall ensure that the location or placement of such 
Operator’s Donation Bin does not create a visual obstruction for 
vehicular or pedestrian traffic.  

 
17. Every Operator shall ensure that such Operator’s Publication Dispensing 

Box is located or placed at a location that is:  
 
(a) Designated in the Operator’s approved list of locations;  

 
(b) Identified on the Operator’s Business Licence; and  

 
(c) In compliance with the provisions of this By-law.   
 

18. Every Operator shall ensure that such Operator’s Publication Dispensing 
Box is not located or placed at a location: 

 
(a) In such a manner as to obstruct or interfere with pedestrian traffic; 
 

(b) On a sidewalk having a width of 2 metres or less; 
 

(c) At a bus stop in such a manner as to obstruct or interfere with 
passenger movements; 

 

(d) In such a manner as to interfere with vehicular traffic; 
 

(e) In front of any single-family dwelling; 
 

(f) Within 3 metres of a driveway; 
 
(g) Within any curb radius; 

 
(h) Partially or wholly in front of an accessibility ramp; 

 
(i) In such a manner as to make entrance/exit from adjacently parked 

vehicles difficult; 

 
(j) On top of or blocking access to a sewer, hydro, or other utility 

access cover or valve; or 
 

(k) Within 3 metres of a fire hydrant. 

 
19. Notwithstanding the foregoing, an Operator may temporarily locate a 

Publication Dispensing Box at a Special Event, provided that the 
Operator locates the Publication Dispensing Box at a location which the 
City and the Organizer of the Special Event have authorized in writing.  

 
20. The City may:   

 
(a) At any time require the temporary relocation  or suspension of a 

Donation Bin or Publication Dispensing Box if such temporary 

relocation or suspension is necessary for: 
 

i. Pedestrian, vehicular or public safety;  
 



 

ii. Construction, maintenance or repair of a Highway, transit 

facility, public utility or public service;   
 

iii. A Special Event, or 
 

iv. A film shoot; and   

 
(b) If an Operator fails to carry out such a temporary relocation or 

suspension of a Donation Bin or Publication Dispensing Box, as 
requested by, and within the time specified by, the City, carry out 
such temporary relocation or suspension.   

 
21. In no event shall the City be liable, or in any way responsible, for any 

loss, damage or cost incurred by any Operator or any other Person due 
to the temporary relocation or suspension of any Donation Bin or 
Publication Dispensing Box by the City under this Schedule.    

 
 

 
 

 

 



                                                                               

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Molok North America Ltd.  PO Box 693, Mount Forest ON N0G 2L0 � 519-323-9909  

www.molokna.com 

 

 

May 13, 2015 

 

Re:  Business License By-law Amending – Donation Bin, Publication Dispensing Box Licensing 

 

As per the intent of the Business License By-law Amending – Donation Bin, Publication Dispensing 

Box Licensing, the change is meant to . . . 

 

1. Regulate where and how Donation Bins may operate in Guelph 

2. Regulate maintenance and clean-up of bins 

3. Allow for proper identification of the operator of the bins 

4. Reduce the number of donation bins left without landowner consent or permission 

5. Reduce property standards complaints related to illegal dumping in and around donation 

bins 

 

We have a history of working with registered charities such as Big Brothers / Big Sisters in Montreal 

over the past 5-years, and have developed our semi-underground Molok® system to meet their 

quality standards for clothing collection bins, which are similar to the intent of the Guelph proposed 

amendment as detailed above. 

 

As such, we would ask that the City of Guelph consider amending the wording of item (c) in the 

proposed by-law to include . . .  

 

“or containers manufactured out of plastic and installed partly-underground.” 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

Mark JA Hillis 

Chief Operating Officer 

Molok North America Ltd. 
 

 



City of Guelph

Business License By-law Amending – Donation Bin, 

Publication Dispensing Box Licensing 

Mark Hillis

Chief Operating Officer

Molok North America Ltd.



 

 

CONSENT AGENDA 

 

Monday May 25, 2015 

 

His Worship the Mayor 
 and 
Members of Guelph City Council. 

 
SUMMARY OF REPORTS: 

 
The following resolutions have been prepared to facilitate Council’s consideration of the 
various matters and are suggested for consideration.  If Council wishes to address a specific 

report in isolation of the Consent Agenda, please identify the item.   The item will be 
extracted and dealt with immediately.  The balance of the Consent Agenda will be approved in 

one resolution. 
 
A REPORTS FROM ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF 

 
REPORT DIRECTION 

  

 

CON-2015.22 2015 PROVINCIAL CO-ORDINATED LAND USE 

PLANNING REVIEW 

 
1. That Report 15-44 from Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise 

dated May 25, 2015 regarding the 2015 Provincial Co-ordinated Land 

Use Planning Review be received. 
  

2. That the response prepared by staff, dated May 25, 2015, and 
included as Attachment 1, be endorsed and submitted to the Ministry 
of Municipal Affairs and Housing. 

 

 

Approve 

CON-2015.23 PROPOSED DEMOLITION OF 58 DEAN AVENUE, 

WARD 5 
 
1. That Report 15-51 regarding the proposed demolition of one (1) 

single detached dwelling at 58 Dean Avenue, legally described as 
Plan 363, Lot 68 and Lot 69; City of Guelph from Infrastructure, 

Development and Enterprise dated May 25, 2015, be received. 
 
2. That the applicant be requested to prepare ad submit a Tree 

Preservation Plan prior to undertaking activities which may injure or 
destroy regulated trees. 

 
3. That the applicant be requested to erect protective fencing at one 

(1) metre from the dripline of any existing trees to be retained on 

the property or on adjacent properties which may be impacted by 
demolition and construction activities. 

Approve 



 

 

 
4. That the applicant be requested to contact the City’s Environmental 

Planner to inspect the tree protection fence prior to demolition 
and/or site alteration commencing. 

 
5. That the applicant be requested to identify the access route and 

potential stockpile location on a site plan or aerial photo, and if a 

stockpile location is not required, a note specifying items to be 
removed upon demolition be included on the plan and be submitted 

to the City’s Environmental Planner. 
 
6. That if demolition is to occur during breeding bird season 

(approximately May 1 to July 31), a nest search be undertaken by a 
wildlife biologist prior to demolition so as to protect the breeding 

birds in accordance with the Migratory Birds Convention Act (MBCA) 
prior to any works occurring. 

 

7. That the applicant be requested to contact the General Manager of 
Solid Waste Resources, within Infrastructure, Development and 

Enterprise regarding options for the salvage or recycling of all 
demolition materials. 

 
attach. 



STAFF 
REPORT 
TO 

SERVICE AREA 

DATE 

City Council 

Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise 

May 25, 2015 

SUBJECT 2015 Provincial Co-ordinated Land Use Planning Review 

REPORT NUMBER 15-44 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 
The purpose of this report is to bring forward staff's response to the Province's 
request for input into the 2015 Provincial Co-ordinated Land Use Planning 
Review for Council's consideration and endorsement. The deadline to provide 
comments to the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing on this review is May 
28, 2015. 

KEY FINDINGS 
The province released a discussion document for the 2015 Co-ordinated Review 
of the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, the Greenbelt Plan, the 
Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan and the Niagara Escarpment Plan to help 
focus the discussion and comments on the first stage of their consultation. A 
second stage of consultation is expected later in 2015 with the release of the 
proposed amendments, if any, to the Plans. 

Of the four plans currently being reviewed by the Province, only the Growth Plan 
for the Greater Golden Horseshoe applies to the City of Guelph at this time. 

Staff's review of the discussion guide, experience with applying the policies of 
the Growth Plan and interdepartmental consultation has resulted in the following 
focus areas for comments: 

• Achievement of density targets 
• Need for greater financial tools and alignment of investments to support 

municipal achievement of Growth Plan objectives 
• Lack of support for achievement of economic development objectives 
• Need for flexibility for local conditions especially for outer ring 

municipalities such as Guelph 
• Preservation of the natural environment 
• Support for creation of complete communities 
• Lack of implementation guidance and tools 
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REPORT 

Staff will stay informed of the Province's review and report to Council on next 
steps as information becomes available for the second stage of the provincial 
review. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
There are no immediate financial implications associated with the 2015 
Provincial Co-ordinated Land Use Planning Review. 

ACTION REQUIRED 
Endorse the response that was prepared by staff, dated May 25, 2015, 
regarding the 2015 Provincial Co-ordinated Land Use Planning Review and direct 
staff to submit the endorsed response to the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and 
Housing . 

RECOMMENDATION 
1. That Report 15-44 from Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise dated May 

25, 2015 regarding the 2015 Provincial Co-ordinated Land Use Planning 
Review be received. 

2. That the response prepared by staff, dated May 25, 2015, and included as 
Attachment 1, be endorsed and submitted to the Ministry of Municipal Affairs 
and Housing. 

BACKGROUND 
On February 27, 2015, the Province initiated the 2015 Co-ordinated Land Use 
Planning Review of: The Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe; The 
Greenbelt Plan; The Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan; and The Niagara 
Escarpment Plan. 

The co-ordinated review has two rounds of consultation. The first seeks input to 
inform the development of amendments to the plans, and the second is to consult 
on proposed amendments, if any. 

For the first round, the Province is seeking comments on how to make the plans 
stronger and work better together. They are also asking for feedback on what 
parts of the plans are working well and should remain. A discussion guide, Our 
Region, Our Community, Our Home, was released to help focus, guide and inform 
discussions and feedback. The discussion guide describes the plans and their 
objectives, highlights important policy issues and sets out questions that the 
Province hopes to address during the coordinated review. Input for this first round 
of consultation has been requested from the public, municipalities and stakeholders 
on these four provincial plans by May 28, 2015. 
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The Niagara Escarpment Plan was established in 1985 and revised in both 1994 and 
2005. In 2002, the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan was approved. The 
Greenbelt Plan was created in 2005 and the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden 
Horseshoe was created in 2006. Of these four Provincial plans, currently only the 
Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe is applicable to Guelph (see 
Attachment 2 for Map of the Region and Plan Areas). The following additional 
background regarding the City's comments on and response to the enactment of 
the Growth Plan is provided for context. 

In 2006, the city provided council endorsed comments on the draft of the Growth 
Plan (Report# 06-14), outlining several areas of concern around density figures, 
infrastructure needs, and the lack of explicit support for competing municipal 
programs and strategies. The city's main concerns at the time were primarily 
focused around the financial implications of implementing the Growth Plan. The city's 
ability to successfully plan for the amount of growth that is allocated to the City of 
Guelph, hinged on the city's ability to accommodate the additional wastewater, waste 
management and infrastructure needs of the community without a significant 
financial investment into the upgrades of existing infrastructure. Particularly, 
improvements and upgrades to the infrastructure downtown in order to plan to 
achieve the prescribed density target of 150 persons and jobs per hectare was seen 
as a significant hurdle for the city. It was suggested that the Province commit to 
long term, multi-year funding to improve and upgrade existing infrastructure that 
would be required by the projected growth. Transportation issues also formed part 
the city's comments on the draft of the Growth Plan, recommending enhanced 
policies to support multi-modal interregional transit and upgrades to existing area 
highways. It was noted that upgrades to highways 6, 7 and Wellington County Road 
124 would be ways to improve and achieve the goals of the plan. 

The Growth Plan prescribes that 40% of new development must occur in the 
defined built-up area of the city from 2015 and each year thereafter. Following the 
release of the draft of the Growth Plan in 2005, the city estimated at that time that 
only 5 to 10% of development occurred in the built-up area. Significant concerns 
over whether the intensification target could be accommodated were articulated in 
the city's comments. Directing development to the built-up area and more 
specifically the downtown, nodes and corridors, without being subject to significant 
opposition and involved hearings before the Ontario Municipal Board was perceived 
as a significant challenge for the city. The lack of legislative tools available to 
prevent traditional forms of suburban development in areas where the plan directs 
more sustainable, transit supportive developments was of primary concern. 
Additionally, balancing natural heritage feature protection, affordable housing 
requirements, urban design, brownfield remediation, and preserving cultural 
heritage resources in the city, combined with increased pressure to direct 
development into existing areas, and especially a downtown rich in heritage 
resources were viewed as competing priorities. 
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In 2009, Official Plan Amendment 39 (OPA 39) was approved and brought the City's 
Official Plan into conformity with the Growth Plan. OPA 39 built on earlier studies 
and strategies, such as the Local Growth Management Strategy, the wastewater, 
and water supply master plans. Since that time, the City has gone on to complete 
the Downtown Secondary Plan, and the OPA 48 Official Plan Review . These studies 
and policy documents implement the goals, targets and visions of the Growth Plan. 

The Places to Grow Act (2005), the provincial legislation which enables the Growth 
Plan, requires that the population and employment forecasts be updated every five 
years. The five -year update of the Growth Plan forecasts was released on June 
17th, 2013 as a second amendment to the plan, which updated population and 
employment forecasts to the year 2041. The City submitted a council endorsed 
response to the Province regarding the second amendment in March of 2013 
(report# 13-08). Municipalities are required to bring their Official Plan's into 
conformity with the revised forecasts contained within the second amendment to 
the Growth Plan at the time of their next five-year Official Plan review. 

REPORT 
The City of Guelph has now had nine years of experience working with and 
implementing the policies of the Growth Plan. 

The staff response to the Province's request for comments on these four plans 
focuses on the Growth Plan because the City of Guelph is not directly impacted by 
the other three plans at this time. Staff's review of the discussion guide, 
experience implementing the policies of the Growth Plan, interdepartmental 
consultation, and feedback received from the community over the past nine years 
has resulted in the following focus areas: 

1. Achievement of density targets -The combined residential and employment 
density target of 50 jobs and persons/ha for greenfield areas can create 
significant challenges if actual employment densities are lower than 
projected . It can result in increased residential densities to compensate for 
the lower employment densities, which impacts the variety of residential 
housing types being built. The density targets for residential uses and 
employment uses should be separated. 

2. Need for greater financial tools and alignment of investment - Enhanced 
financial tools are required to accommodate the needed infrastructure and 
other costs associated with Growth Plan implementation in order to facilitate 
development in keeping with the multiple objectives of the Growth Plan. 

3. Lack of support for achievement of economic development objectives -
Strategic provincial leadership and aligned financial 
support/incentives/disincentives are required to support growth plan 
priorities and objectives regarding economic development and employment 
growth. 
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4. Need for flexibility for local conditions- Municipalities are required to conform 
to the population and employment growth projections in their Official Plans, 
which are based on Growth Plan requirements. These growth projections are 
then incorporated into local infrastructure master plans and Development 
Charge By-laws. Although servicing master plans and Development Charge 
By-laws can be updated periodically to reflect actual growth rates, as long as 
municipalities continue to be required to plan for the 2031 targets there 
could be challenges if actual growth continues to diverge from projected or 
' planned' growth. Flexibility is needed to allow for local growth conditions to 
be taken into consideration. Outer ring municipalities, such as Guelph may 
also have unique characteristics in terms of their urban evolution that would 
benefit from greater flexibility when 'planning to achieve' the targets by a 
particular time horizon (e.g. longer planning timeframe for development of 
employment lands, and for the evolution of nodes and corridors). 

5. Preservation of the natural environment - There is a need for the Plans to 
recognize and support local policies to protect the natural environment. A 
specific example would be allowing for additional natural areas and 
established ecological buffer zones to be excluded from the greenfield area 
density target calculation. Current policy can, in effect, penalize 
municipalities for protecting locally significant natural heritage features and 
areas by requiring increased densities to compensate for enhanced natural 
heritage protection. 

6. Support for the creation of complete communities- There is a need to 
strengthen the support for urban design requirements/policies associated 
with creating complete communities . Policies need to be enhanced/added to 
focus on planning for people and the need for high quality public 
environments. Higher density, mixed use neighbourhoods require high 
quality urban design and public realm to maximize livability and quality of 
life. 

7. Lack of implementation and guidance tools 
a. The Province should ensure the provision of technical implementation 

guidance documents and discussion papers that clarify the intent and 
provide best practices when new legislation or policy documents are 
introduced in order for consistent application of the legislation or policies 
among all municipalities. An example of this is the lack of provincial 
guidance which has necessitated the development of various land budget 
methods employed by municipalities across the Greater Golden Horseshoe. 
This has, in turn, resulted in numerous Ontario Municipal Board (OMB) 
challenges and inconsistent implementation of the Growth Plan. 

b. Limiting or eliminating the ability to appeal aspects of a municipal planning 
document that implements or achieves conformity with a provincial plan 
and has been approved by the Province. 
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The full staff response is included as Attachment 1 to this report. Staff are 
requesting that Council review and endorse the response that staff have prepared 
in order for it to be submitted to the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing 
(MMAH) on or before the May 28, 2015 deadline for comments. 

Staff will stay informed of the Province's review and report to Council on next steps 
as information becomes available for the second stage of the provincial review. 

CORPORATE STRATEGIC PLAN 
Strategic Direction 3.1: Ensure a well-designed, safe, inclusive, appealing and 
sustainable City. 

Strategic Direction 3.2: Be economically viable, resilient, diverse and attractive for 
business. 

DEPARTMENTAL CONSULTATION 
The following Service Areas/Departments were involved in the preparation of the 
staff response dated May 11, 2015: 

Corporate Services - Finance 

Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise Services - Business Development and 
Enterprise 

Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise Services - Engineering and Capital 
Infrastructure Services 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
The potential financial implications of any future proposed changes to the Provincial 
Plans being reviewed are unknown at this time. 

In the broader context, the financial implications to municipalities related to 
implementation of the Growth Plan continue to be a key area of concern for many 
municipalities. 

COMMUNICATIONS 
None 
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ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment 1 Staff Response to the 2015 Provincial Co-ordinated Land Use 

Planning Review 
Attachment 2 Map of the Region and Plan Areas 

Report Author 
Stacey Laughlin 
Senior Policy Planner 

Approved By 
Melissa Aldunate 

Report Author 
Jason Downham 
Planner II - Policy and Analytics 

Manager of Policy Planning and Urban Design 

Approved By 
Todd Salter 
General Manager, 
Planning, Urban Design 
and Building Services 
(519) 822-1260 ext. 2395 
todd.salter@guelph.ca 

~<'= 
Recommended By 
AI Horsman 
Deputy CAO, 
Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise 
(519) 822-1260, ext. 5606 
al.horsman@guelph.ca 
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Attachment 1: Staff Response to the 2015 Provincial 
Co-ordinated Land Use Planning Review 

MAY 11,2015 

2015 PROVINCIAL CO-ORDINATED LAND USE PLANNING REVIEW 

CITY OF GUELPH RESPONSE 

Question 1: 
PROTECTING AGRICULTURAL LAND, WATER, AND NATURAL AREAS 

1. How can the plans better support the long-term protection of agricultural lands, water, 
and natural areas? 

• Current Growth Plan policies have the potential to act as a disincentive to the protection 
of locally significant natural features that are not permitted to be excluded from the 
greenfield area density target calculations. These natural heritage features and their 
associated buffers are integral to the long term protection ofthe Natural Heritage 
System. 

• With few exceptions, the Growth Plan directs all new development to settlement areas, 
in support of the objectives towards a compact community. However, new 
development within the outer-ring of the Greater Golden Horseshoe continues to occur 
in rural, non-settlement areas, contrary to the policies of the Growth Plan. For example, 
there is limited ability for municipalities to prevent severance activity (which may result 
in a suburban style lot fabric on private services) adjacent to settlement areas, or in the 
case of Guelph, adjacent to the City's boundary, which can have the effect of expanding 
a settlement area without a boundary expansion and/or may hinder potential future 
expansions. 

• Further clarity is required in the policies around expansion of the Greenbelt related to 
how urban river valley policies would be applied in municipalities that are currently not 
within the Greenbelt area. 

• The Greenbelt Plan review should consider a natural heritage system approach that is 
sensitive to the growth, infrastructure, and development opportunities when 
considering opportunities to grow the Greenbelt within urban areas. 

• Enhanced policy direction encouraging updates to historic subwatershed studies to 
understand the cumulative impacts of development and redevelopment that would be 
required to meet the population and employment targets prescribed in the Growth 
Plan. This would assist in the future review of redevelopment proposals to ensure that 
impacts to natural heritage features and areas are properly addressed, and to support 
the long term protection of natural heritage and water resource systems. 

• Co-ordination of natural heritage systems across jurisdictional boundaries should be 
encouraged through policy especially for areas that are not part of upper-tier 
government. 
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2015 PROVINCIAL CO-ORDINATED LAND USE PLANNING REVIEW 

CITY OF GUELPH RESPONSE 

Question 2: 
KEEPING PEOPLE AND GOODS MOVING, AND BUILDING COST-EFFECTIVE INFRASTRUCTURE 

2. How can the plans be strengthened to ensure our communities make best use of key 
infrastructure such as transit, roads, sewers and water? 

• Urban Growth Centre planning policies (e.g. policy 2.2.4.4) should include a direction around 
planning for the public realm and investing in the public realm. 

• Direction/promotion of underground infrastructure/hydro -A policy that recognizes the 
advantages/importance of placing hydro underground for urban design, tree canopy and climate 
change resiliency reasons could be included especially within intensification areas. This should 
help/direct local hydro providers. Cost is an issue. 

• The Growth Plan needs to directly reflect limitations regarding water and wastewater servicing 
capacity as it relates to growth targets over the long term with recognition of and flexibility for 
local conditions. Connections should be made to local Source Water Protection Plans as well as 
Tier 3 water budget analyses 

• In urbanizing suburban areas/downtowns the Plan should recognize that in Intensification Areas, 
the plans should support municipalities in planning for improved active transportation networks 
and connections. It's unclear how a municipality can plan for new pedestrian connections in 
existing areas in order to break-up existing super-block grids without accompanying 
implementation tools/regulations. Could the plans provide more direction for planning and the 
ability to require better pedestrian/active transportation connections (e.g. fine-grained street 
grids) through public easements, land acquisition and other means? 

• Requirements for municipalities to develop a Corporate Asset Management Program Policy 
were introduced by the Ministry of Infrastructure. Aligning other provincial plans by 
incorporating asset management planning and reporting requirements would provide additional 
support for municipalities to improve their asset management planning and budgeting. lfthis 
requirement is introduced, it should allow municipalities to undertake a phased approach to the 
development and implementation of an asset management plan. 

• Currently, the Growth Plan only makes consideration for a capital cost/benefit approach to 
measuring the efficiency of municipal infrastructure. From this perspective, efficiency is 
generally defined as the optimization of services at the lowest possible capital cost. However, 
given that infrastructure performs a number of functions, the measurement of efficiency should 
also consider reliability, operational, environmental and energy efficiencies. These additional 
metrics will serve to better reduce overall costs and ensure reliable service delivery to the 
community. Reliability of services is an important element to attracting and retaining business 
investment which in turn will help with employment targets. 

• The Growth Plan currently places focus on traditional forms of municipal infrastructure (roads, 
sewers, transit, etc ... ), but does not provide direction to new and emerging technologies. The 
absence of policy direction for alternative forms of infrastructure, such as district energy makes 
it difficult for municipalities to entrench meaningful policies in support of alternative 
infrastructure technologies. Policy support to align with the Province's recent Vision statement 
to "Establish Ontario as a leader in climate change mitigation and science redesign" and "Build 
strong carbon neutral economy, communities, infrastructure and energy" . 

• Significant Provincial and Federal investment in infrastructure is required to support 
achievement of key Growth Plan objectives, most notably, the Urban Growth Centre growth 
targets. Continued .and accelerated Provincial investments, especially in interregional transit, 
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CITY OF GUELPH RESPONSE 

MAY 11,2015 

such as through Metrolinx's "Big Move" are needed to enhance and expand infrastructure, and 
transit in the outer ring municipalities in order to achieve the objectives and drive the level of 
growth prescribed by the Growth Plan (e .g. all day 2-way GO train service on the Kitchener 
corridor) . 

Question 3: 
FOSTERING HEALTHY, LIVEABLE, AND INCLUSIVE COMMUNITIES 

3. How can the plans continue to support the design of attractive, livable and healthy communities 
that are accessible to all Ontarians at all stages of life? 

• The Plans should recognize the importance of Urban Design and encourage or require Urban 
Design policies in Official Plans (includes addressing public and private realm). Creating great 
places is not just about achieving a certain density number but also requires careful design in 
order to ensure its livability. Urban Design policies in municipal Official Plans are one of the 
most critical and important ways of achieving the vision outlined in Places to Grow. 

• The Growth Plan promotes a culture of conservation, including the conservation of cultural 
heritage sites and archaeological resources. Recognizing that the Ontario Heritage Act 
legislation and statements of provincial policy support the protection of cultural heritage, 
strengthened policies in the Growth Plan would better align the conservation section of the plan 
with other provincial plans and legislation. 

• Guelph has a very distinct downtown with an extensive history that embraces the river and its 
environmental features at its core. The historical aspect of the downtown is recognized through 
the designation of over 30 properties under the heritage act, with an additional 300 properties 
that further possess other cultural or historical significance. The Speed River and its 
surrounding greenspace that course through the downtown serve the community as a key 
cultural and recreational asset. The continued recognition of these elements of the downtown 
provides support for a healthy, attractive and high quality urban environment. However, the 
Growth Plan directs a large amount of intensification into downtown areas. This has the effect 
of placing additional pressures on those elements of the downtown that contribute to its 
character, in order to achieve the prescribed density target. Guelph remains the only outer ring 
municipality with natural heritage features contained in its urban growth centre. A consistent 
approach to calculating the density targets for the downtown and greenfield areas (i.e. allowing 
for rivers, flood zones and natural heritage features to be excluded from the density calculation) 
would help to relieve some of the pressure on those elements and present a more equalized 
and balanced approach for municipalities to calculate density targets for their downtowns. 
Additional recognition of cultural heritage elements of downtowns in the calculation of density 
targets would continue to align with the vision and objectives of the Growth Plan. The Plans 
should allow for parameters around density targets to provide greater flexibility and recognition 
of the development limitations to preserving the downtown's valuable heritage resources. 
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4. How can the plans better support the development of communities that attract workers and the 
business that employ them? 

• The Plans would benefit from the introduction of policies for mixed-use nodes in Places to 
Grow as a type of Intensification Area (i.e. not just Intensification Corridors and Urban 
Growth Centers etc.). Recognition that public realm investment is required in the public 
realm in intensification areas should be included. While the Plans recognize intensification 
corridors, municipalities are planning for the establishment and evolution of mixed-use 
nodes as an intensification opportunity and focus area. This is and should occur even if high
order transit is not on the near term horizon due to the size of the municipality. 
Furthermore, to achieve the mixed-use, pedestrian vision in historically suburban areas 
investment in the public realm is needed, including streetscapes, parks, urban squares etc. 
Policies that recognize the importance of both the quality and quantity of the public realm 
should be developed. This will also help build the case to include public realm investment in 
future Development Charges Act changes. Public realm improvements in intensification 
areas are usually growth related . 

• Some municipalities are having difficulty attracting the types of businesses to their 
designated greenfield areas that are required to meet the targets ofthe Growth Plan. The 
City of Guelph has primarily only been successful in attracting a limited amount of office, 
light manufacturing and warehouse type of employment development in the designated 
greenfield area at an average employment density of approximately 40 jobs per net hectare. 
Improved alignment between policy targets and market conditions to better reflect reality is 
required . 

• The process of attracting new business investment and jobs to greenfield employment 
lands, especially in the outer-ring of the Greater Golden Horseshoe is difficult and lengthy. 
The City of Guelph is in direct competition with other national and international jurisdictions 
which have the benefit of coordinated partnerships between senior and local levels of 
government. There is currently no consolidated Provincial Economic Development Strategy 
that could assist local efforts in attracting the types of employment that would assist the 
City in meeting employment density targets. 

Question 5: 
ADDRESSING CLIMATE CHANGE AND BUILDING RESILIENT COMMUNITIES 

5. How can the plans help address climate change? 

• Reducing development pressures in natural areas, open spaces and flood prone areas by 
providing additional policy direction to municipalities to deal with extreme weather events 
through the promotion of storm water management systems, including Low Impact 
Development techniques as an integral part of water management systems. 

• Additional support for alternative development standards and other climate change mitigation 
and adaption techniques (e.g. Low Impact Development {LID), energy and water conservation) 
through financial support, enhanced policies and guidance documents. 
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• The limitations to development charge eligible costs impacts the amount of revenue to fund 
expenditures and cost of investments related to growth. The result is a significant revenue 
shortfall in the recovery of growth costs across the Greater Golden Horseshoe. While the 
Development Charges Act provides several tools to influence growth activity (e.g. area specific 
rates, industrial expansion exemptions, and early and late payment agreements), other 
components of the Act hinder the ability to meet infrastructure and community building goals 
by requiring a 10% net reduction from the capital costs and the requirement for a 10 year 
historic average service standard. These requirements serve to place increased pressure on the 
tax base budget and make it more difficult financially to achieve the goals and policies of the 
Growth Plan. Removal of the mandatory 10% capital reduction, such as to transit services, 
expanding cost recovery to other services, such as waste diversion, and removing the historic 
service standard for new services that attract and support growth would increase the available 
funding to cover those costs related to growth. 

• It has been the City of Guelph's experience that coordination across Provincial ministries is 
required in order to successfully achieve the goals, target and objectives ofthe Growth Plan. 
This is of particular concern as it applies to the planning, protection and positioning of 
strategically significant employment lands. Coordinating population projections for 
municipalities across ministries would ensure that different municipal service areas are 
operating using the same figures and planning for the same level of development. 

• The overall development of employment lands can be a fairly long term process, especially for 
higher density forms of employment. For this reason, employment lands must be strategically 
planned for the long term. Business parks within the City of Guelph have historically taken 
several decades (20+ years) to reach an occupancy rate of 90%. A planning horizon for 
employment lands beyond the current 20 year horizon would better position the City to 
strategically plan for the types of employment that are necessary to achieve the density targets 
in the Growth Plan. 

• The practice of combining the employment and residential density targets is one that is 
problematic and presents numerous challenges for the City to successfully achieve the targets in 
the Growth Plan. The employment lands within the designated greenfield area in Guelph is 
strategically located adjacent to Highway 6 (Hanlon Expressway), an important economic 
corridor for the City, connecting with Highway 401 to the south. Traditionally, employment 
lands located adjacent to economic corridors attract low density industrial employment, such as 
light manufacturing and warehousing, as is the case for the City of Guelph. By combining the 
employment and residential targets for the designated greenfield area, it places additional onus 
on the residential lands to compensate for the low density employment. This issue is not unique 
to Guelph. This places pressure on the remaining residential lands in the designated greenfield 
area and has the potential to create neighbourhoods that are primarily composed of higher 
density forms of development. This could lead to challenges to achieving the policies of the 
Growth Plan that promote complete communities with a diverse mix of land uses and housing 
types. The City of Guelph recommends that density targets for employment areas be decoupled 
from that of the residential and population serving employment areas (i.e. commercial, work at 
home, etc.). 
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• The City of Guelph fell 4% short of the Province's projected population target for the year 2011. 
There could be increasing concerns if this variance continues or increases in the future. Of 
particular concern are the increased population targets attributed to the City of Guelph 
contained in amendment number 2 to the Growth Plan, the implications of which have not been 
fully studied and understood. There should be the ability for municipalities to seek amendments 
to the Plan or flexibility for municipalities to achieve the targets over alternate time horizons. 

• The Province should consider producing technical papers and guidance documents on land 
budgeting to accommodate the Growth Plan targets so that there are consistent approaches 
amongst municipalities in the Greater Golden Horseshoe. 

• Consideration should be made to limit the types of policy amendment and development related 
appeals that are consistent with Growth Plan policy. These types of appeals represent a 
sign.ificant time and financial burden on the City of Guelph and continue to delay the successful 
implementation of the Growth Plan. 

• Including policy direction that would strongly encourage or require the Province to attend OMB 
hearings to give evidence in support of amendments to planning documents that have been 
approved at the provincial level should be considered in the plans, particularly the Growth Plan. 

• The Plan could be improved by including what the implications are for municipalities that do not 
successfully achieve the targets of the Growth Plan. 

• Enabling municipalities to exclude natural heritage features that are designated for protection in 
the Official Plan from the density target calculation would help to ensure that municipalities are 
able to successfully achieve the targets and also meet the other goals and objectives of the Plan. 

• Additional tools are necessary in order to achieve the 40% intensification target. While the City 
of Guelph is currently meeting the intensification target, this is largely due to remaining vacant 
lots within plans of subdivision in the built-up area, and infill sites that are not constrained (e.g. 
vacant, non-brownfield sites). Continuing to achieve this level of intensification over time may 
prove more challenging as the less constrained sites are redeveloped. 

• Recent major redevelopment in Guelph's downtown has been spurred in large part due to 
financial incentives from the City of Guelph in the form of grants through reserve funding. 
These reserves have since been exhausted and the ability for the City to replenish these reserves 
to continue to support redevelopment in the downtown is subject to fiscal constraints. 
Infrastructure upgrades and brownfield remediation remain some of the largest financial 
barriers to redevelopment of the downtown. This has significant implications on the City's 
ability to achieve the density targets prescribed by the Growth Plan for Guelph's urban growth 
centre. The Plan could be improved by recognizing these limitations. 
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TO 

SERVICE AREA 

.DATE . 

SUBJECT 

City Council 

Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise 

· - .May 2s, 2o1s 

Proposed Demolition of 58 Dean Avenue 
Ward 5 

REPORT NUMBER 15-51 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 
To provide background and a staff recommendation related to a request for 
demolition approval of one (1) single detached dwelling. 

KEY FINDINGS 
One (1) existing single detached dwelling is proposed to be replaced with two 
(2) new single detached dwellings, resulting in no net loss of residential dwelling 
units. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
None. 

ACTION REQUIRED 
Council is being asked to approve the demolition request. 

RECOMMENDATION 
1. That Report 15-51 regarding the proposed demolition of one (1) single detached 

dwelling at 58 Dean Avenue, legally described as Plan 363 Lot 68 and Lot 69; 
City of Guelph, from Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise dated May 25, 
2015, be received. 

2. That the applicant be requested to prepare and submit a Tree Preservation Plan 
prior to undertaking activities which may injure or destroy regulated trees. 

3. That the applicant be requested to erect protective fencing at one (1) metre 
from the dripline of any existing trees to be retained on the property or on 
adjacent properties which may be impacted by demolition and construction 
activities. - - · 

4. That the applicant be requested to contact the City's Environmental Planner to 
inspect the tree protection fence prior to demolition and/or site alteration 
commencing. 
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5. That the applicant be requested to identify the access route and potential 

stockpile location on a site plan or aerial photo, and if a stockpile location is not 
required a note specifying items to be removed upon demolition be included on 
the plan and be submitted to the City's Environmental Planner . 

. 6. That if demolition is to occur during breedingbird season (approximately M-ay 1 
to July 31), a nest search be undertaken by a wildlife biologist prior to 
demolition so as to protect the breeding birds in accordance with the Migratory 
Birds Convention Act (MBCA) prior to any works occurring. 

7. That the applicant be requested to contact the General Manager of Solid Waste 
Resources, within Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise regarding options 
for the salvage or recycling of all demolition materials. 

BACKGROUND 
An application to demol ish one (1) single detached dwelling at 58 Dean Avenue was 
received on March 18, 2015 by Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise. 

The subject property is located on the south side of Dean Avenue and east of Talbot 
Street. The subject property is zoned R.1B (Residential Single Detached), which 
permits single detached dwellings, accessory apartments, bed and breakfast 
establishments, day care centres, group homes, home occupations and lodging 
houses Type 1. The applicant is requesting to demolish the existing dwelling on the 
subject property and subsequently construct two (2) new detached dwellings (see 
location map and site photos on Attachments 1 and 2). As the legal description 
describes, the subject property currently consists of two (2) whole lots located within 
a registered plan of subdivision that have been merged on title by common 
ownership. It is the intent of the property owner to sell one (1) of the whole lots 
while retaining ownership of the abutting whole lot therefore creating two (2) 
parcels. The Registered Plan illustrating the subject property is included in 
Attachment 3 and front elevation concept drawings for the replacement dwellings are 
included in Attachment 4 for information. 

An application to the Committee of Adjustment for a minor variance (file number A-
13/15) seeking relief from the exterior side yard setback requirement on Lot 68 was 
refused as the relief being sought was deemed to not be minor in nature. The 
app_licant subsequently appealed the decision to the Ontario Municipal Board and is 
currently awaiting a hearing date. If the variance is not approved by the Board, the 
size/footprint of the proposed dwelling may need to be modified to conform to the 
Board order as part of future building permit application. 

REPORT 
The City's Demolition Control By-law was passed under the authority of Section 33 
of the Planning Act. The By-law is intended to help the City" ... retain the existing 
stock of residential units and former residential buildings in the City of Guelph." 
Section 33 of the Planning Act allows that Council's decision may be appealed by 
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the applicant to the .Ontario Municipal Board. In addition, an applicant may appeal 
if there is no decision within 30 days of filing the application. 

Cultural Heritage Resources 
. Th.e structure at 58 o·ean Avenue. is not designated under the Ontario Heritage Act .. 
·and has not been listed (as non-desig·nated) in the City of Guelph's Municipal 
Register of Cultural Heritage Properties according to Section 27 of the Ontario 
Heritage Act. 

Section 27, Subsection 4 of Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act states that 
restriction on demolition applies only if a property is listed in the register before 
any application is made for a permit under the Building Code Act, 1992 to demolish 
or remove a building or structure located on the property. It is staff's opinion that 
the building does not have significant architectural/design value, 
historical/associative or contextual value. Heritage Planning staff have no objection 
to the proposed demolition of the building on the subject property. 

Tree Protection 
The subject property is less than 0.2 hectares in size and, therefore is not 
regulated by the Private Tree Protection By-law. However, the site is subject to the 
City of Guelph's Urban Forest policies, and hence trees on-site and off-site should 
be protected and retained during demolition. 

A Tree Preservation Plan is requested prior to undertaking activities which may 
injure or destroy trees. A Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) would need to be established 
where protective tree hoarding would be installed and should be generally in 
accordance with the City of Guelph's Standard Specification for tree preservation 
fencing (SD90-a). The owner will also be requested to erect protective hoarding 
around any trees outside the TPZ on the property prior to demolition activities and 
maintain the hoarding throughout the demolition process. There should be no 
equipment within or materials stored within the TPZ or the tree's root zone. 

The owner will also be requested to identify the proposed site access and stockpile 
location on site plan or aerial photo. Further, if stockpile location is not required a 
note specifying items to be removed upon demolition should be included on the site 
plan or aerial photo. 

It should be noted that if the demolition is to occur during breeding bird season 
(approximately May 1 to July 31), a nest search must be undertaken by a wildlife 
biologist prior to demolition and any anticipated tree removal so as to protect the 
breeding birds in accordance with the Migratory Birds Convention Act (MBCA). 

Recommendation 
The approval of the demolition application Is recommended as the existing dwelling 
is not a significant cultural heritage resource, and is proposed to be replaced with 
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two (2) new detached dwellings. Therefore, there will be no overall loss of 
residential stock proposed as a result of this application. 

CORPORATE STRATEGIC PLAN 
City Building .;.. Strategic Directions 3.1: Ensure a well-designed~ safe, inclusive, 
appealing a·nd sustainable City. · 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
None 

DEPARTMENTAL CONSULTATION 
The City's Senior Heritage Planner and Environmental Development Planner were 
consulted regarding the proposed demolition permit. 

COMMUNICATIONS 
A sign was posted on the subject property advising that a demolition permit has 
been submitted and that interested parties can contact Building Services for 
additional information. 

ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment 1 - Location Map 
Attachment 2 T Site Photos 
Attachment 3 - Registered Plan 363 
Attachment 4 - Proposed Conceptual Elevations for Replacement Dwellings 

Prepared By: 
Randy Harris 
Administrator of 
Planning Technical Services 

Approved By 
Todd Salter 
General Manager 
Planning, Urban Design and 
Build ing Services 
519-822-1260, ext.2395 
todd.salter@guelph.ca 

Approved By: 
Sylvia Kirkwood 
Manager of Development Planning 

Q±ttJ!J:rl~fl-
AI Horsman 
Deputy CAO 
Infrastructure, Development and 
Enterprise 
519-822-1260, ext. 5606 
al.horsman@guelph.ca 
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ATTACHMENT 1 - Location Map 
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ATTACHMENT 2 - Site Photos 

Aerial Photograph 

Making a Dlfforence ' 
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Photos of 58 Dean Street 

. Dean Avenue Frontage 

Talbot Street Frontage 
(Photos taken by R. Harris, May 2015) 

Making a Dlffertn<• 
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ATTACHMENT 3- Registered Plan 363 

Lots 68 and 69 
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ATTACHMENT 4- Proposed Conceptual Front Elevations 

. 12 : ·12 

ASPHALT SHINGLES 

Lot 68 
Proposed Front Elevation (Dean Avenue) 

Lot 68 
Proposed East Elevation (Talbot Street) 
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Lot 69 
Proposed Front Elevation (Dean Avenue) 
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         Please recycle! 
 

- BYLAWS  – 
 

 
- May 25, 2015 – 

 

 

By-law Number (2015)-19904 
A by-law to amend By-law Number 
(2009)-18855, as amended, being a By-

law respecting the licensing of 
Businesses operating within the City of 

Guelph, and to adopt Municipal Code 
Amendment #524, which amends 
Chapter 176 “Business Licences”, of The 

Corporation of the City of Guelph’s 
Municipal Code, specifically adding 

Schedule #15 Donation Bin, Publication 
Dispensing Box. 

 

To amend the Business Licence By-law 
to include Schedule 15 for Donation Bin 
and Publication Dispensing Box, as per 

Public Services Committee Consent 
Report. 

 
By-law Number (2015)-19905 

A by-law to amend By-law Number 
(2009)-18855, as amended, being a By-
law respecting the licensing of 

Businesses operating within the City of 
Guelph, and to adopt Municipal Code 

Amendment #525, which amends 
Chapter 176 “Business Licences”, of The 
Corporation of the City of Guelph’s 

Municipal Code.  (fees) 

 
To amend the Business Licence By-law 

fees as per Public Services Committee 
Consent Report. 

 

By-law Number (2015)-19906 
A by-law to amend By-law Number 

(2012)-19356, as amended, being a by-
law respecting Building, Demolition, 
Conditional and Change of Use Permits, 

Inspections, appointment of Inspectors 
and a Code of Conduct and to adopt 

Municipal Code Amendment #526, which 
amends Chapter 116 of the Municipal 
Code. (replaces Schedule A) 

 

To amend the Building By-law as per 
Infrastructure, Development & 

Enterprise Committee Consent Report. 

 
By-law Number (2015)-19907 

A by-law to specify the clawback 
percentages and the capping threshold 

parameters for the year 2015 and to 
establish a fixed date as of which to 
calculate such clawbacks for all 

properties in the commercial, industrial 
and multi-residential property classes. 

 
To specify the clawback percentages and 

the capping threshold parameters for 
2015 and and calculation fixed date as 

per CAFE-2015.12 report. 



 

By-law Number (2015)-19908 
A by-law to remove Block 83, Plan 
61M182 designated as Parts 39 to 50 

inclusive, Reference Plan 61R20212 in 
the City of Guelph from Part Lot Control.  

(180, 182, 184, 186, 188 and 190 
Summit Ridge Drive) 

 

To remove lands from Part Lot Control. 

 
By-law Number (2015) – 19909 
A by-law to remove Block 89, Plan 

61M182 designated as Parts 91 to 102 
inclusive, Reference Plan 61R20212 in 

the City of Guelph from Part Lot Control. 
(32, 34, 36, 38, 40 and 42 Jeffrey Drive) 

 
To remove lands from Part Lot Control. 

 
By-law Number (2015) – 19910 
A by-law to remove Lot 3, Plan 61M182 

designated as Parts 23 and 24, 
Reference Plan 61R20095.  (454 and 

456 Starwood Drive) 

 
To remove lands from Part Lot Control. 
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