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4.  Proposed Places of Use Regulations under the Cannabis Act, 2017 
5. Changes to the Smoke Free Ontario Act 
6. Protecting Water for Future Generations: Growing the Greenbelt in the 
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1. City of Guelph Response to Intergovernmental Consultation re: EBR 
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Regulation under the Planning Act Related to Inclusionary Zoning 
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1. Guelph Police Services Meeting Minutes – December 7, 2017 
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Information 
Report 
Service Area  Corporate Services 
 
Date   Friday, February 2, 2018 
 
Subject  Property Tax Receivables and Collections 
 
Report Number  CS-2018-31 
 

Executive Summary 

Purpose of Report 
As per the City of Guelph’s Tax Billing and Collection Policy, staff annually provides 
Council with an analysis on the current state for tax collections and arrears. 
 
This report provides information as at December 31, 2017. 

Key Findings 
Property tax receivables as a percentage of taxes levied annually is 2.27 percent as 
at December 31, 2017 (2016 – 2.71 percent) and continues to remain lower than 
the 2016 Ontario municipal average of 6.00 percent as reported in the 2017 BMA 
Management Consulting Inc. Study. The total 2017 tax arrears as a percentage of 
taxes levied is 2.76 percent (2016 – 3.22 percent). The low level of tax receivables 
and tax arrears are reflective of the strong economic and financial health of Guelph 
as well as the staff resources allocated to the collection of arrears. Enhanced 
payment options such as multiple Pre-authorized Debit Plans, and the ability to pay 
at any Canadian Financial Institution or by Credit Card also contributes to the low 
tax receivables.  

Financial Implications 
Tax arrears is an important indicator of municipal economic health and is 
considered by Standard and Poor’s in their determination of a credit rating. The low 
percentage of tax arrears is a favourable factor to the City’s credit rating. 
 
Interest income from unpaid taxes, directly relates to the amount of arrears on a 
monthly basis. 

Report 
Definition of Terms 
 
Tax Arrears – the amount of taxes outstanding on all accounts. 
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Tax Credits – credits on the tax account which occur due to pre-payments by the 
property owner, assessment reductions, vacancy rebates, or Municipal Act dictated 
tax adjustments applied to the account.  
 
Tax Receivables – the net amount of taxes owing to the City (Tax Arrears less Tax 
Credits). 
 
Tax Arrears 
 
From 2011 through 2017 tax arrears have fluctuated as illustrated in the chart 
below. A decrease occurred in 2013 relating to the timing of a supplementary billing 
for 2013 but due in January of 2014. 
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Tax Receivables and Arrears 
 
The low receivables and tax arrears reflect the City’s strong economic health, the 
willingness of the taxpayers to meet their financial obligations and the allocation of 
staff resources to the collection of arrears. The availability of payment options and 
the application of Tax Billing and Collection Policy also contribute to keeping arrears 
as low as possible. The City’s tax receivables as a percentage of taxes annually 
levied is 2.27 percent in 2017 (2016 – 2.71 percent) and continues to remain much 
lower than the Ontario 2016 municipal average of 6.00 percent as reported in the 
2017 BMA Management Consulting Inc. Study. The overall tax arrears as a 
percentage of taxes annually levied is also significantly lower than 6.00 percent 
sitting at 2.76 percent in 2017 (2016 – 3.22 percent). 
 

 
 
Properties in Arrears 
 
At the end of 2017 there were 2,178 properties in arrears, representing 4.81 
percent of all properties compared to 2,364 properties or 5.29 percent in 2016. The 
decline from 2016 to 2017 is considered positive and an indicator that the collection 
efforts related to provincial legislation changes as outlined in report CS-2017-76 
have been successful. 
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Penalty and Interest on Tax Arrears 
 
Penalty and interest revenue decreased slightly in 2017 to $1,378,419 from 
$1,388,484 in 2016. The seven year trend is shown below.  
 

 
 
Payment Plans and Collection Procedures 
 
As at December 31, 2017, the City had 11,140 properties enrolled in one of the 
monthly Pre-authorized Debit Plans (PAD) and 3,520 properties enrolled in the due 
date PAD. The number of properties enrolled in a PAD increased by 585 in 2017. 
This translates to an overall increase in enrollment of 4.00 percent, with total 
enrolled representing 32.00 percent of all properties in Guelph. 
 
At the end of 2017 there were 509 properties eligible for tax sale registration 
compared to 173 in 2016. This is a significant increase over previous years and 
reflects the change in provincial legislation allowing tax sale registration to occur 
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when a property is two years in arrears instead of three years. If we looked at a 
comparison of just properties three years in arrears, the numbers would reflect 195 
properties in 2017 and 173 in 2016. The additional 314 properties are a direct 
result of the legislative change. Increased collection efforts as a result of the 
legislative change will ensure that the individual arrears are not as significant and 
may create an environment which is less onerous for property owners to work out 
payment plans with the City. City staff is working with property owners in arrears in 
an ongoing effort to avoid tax sale registration. If the arrears two years and greater 
are not paid by January 31, 2018 the City will commence tax sale registration. 
From the commencement of the tax sale registration process at the end of January 
many property owners will pay the outstanding property taxes prior to actual 
registration at the end of February. Once registration takes place, the effected 
taxpayers have one year from the date of registration to pay all taxes and 
associated costs. If the taxes remain unpaid at the end of the one year period, the 
property will be sold to recoup the taxes outstanding. 
 
The City conducted four successful tax sales in 2017 and vested one property from 
an unsuccessful tax sale in 2016. At the end of 2017, of the total 31 properties that 
were registered, 12 remained unpaid. If these 12 continue to remain unpaid, they 
will be eligible for tax sale later in 2018. Currently, there are no properties 
registered for tax sale that are eligible to be advertised for tax sale. 
 
Finance staff continues to monitor the accounts of properties and work with 
individuals whom offer suitable arrangements to ensure payment in full. The 
penalty rate charged by municipalities and the City is higher than bank rates and 
this is an incentive for taxpayers to seek early resolution of outstanding arrears. 
Arrears notices are mailed on a monthly basis with staff follow-up as required.  

Financial Implications 
Tax arrears is an important indicator of municipal economic health and is 
considered by Standard and Poor’s in their determination of a credit rating. The low 
percentage of tax arrears is a favourable factor to the City’s credit rating. 
 
Interest income from unpaid taxes is directly related to the amount of arrears on a 
monthly basis. 

Consultations 

N/A 

Corporate Administrative Plan 
Overarching Goals 
Financial Stability 
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Service Area Operational Work Plans 
Our Resources - A solid foundation for a growing city 

Attachments 

N/A 

Departmental Approval 
James Krauter 
Deputy Treasurer / Manager of Taxation and Revenue 
 

Report Author 

Greg Bedard 
Supervisor, Property Tax 
 
 

 
 
 

__________________________ __________________________ 
Approved By    Recommended By 
Tara Baker, CPA, CA   Trevor Lee 
General Manager Finance &   Deputy CAO 
City Treasurer    Corporate Services 
519-822-1260 Ext. 2084   519-822-1260 Ext. 2281 
tara.baker@guelph.ca   trevor.lee@guelph.ca 
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Information 

Report 

Service Area  Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise Services 
 
Date   Friday, February 2, 2018 
 

Subject  Hanlon Creek Business Park–Real Estate Transaction 

 
Report Number  IDE-2018-21 

 

Executive Summary 

Purpose of Report 

The purpose of this report is to advise Guelph City Council and the City’s Executive 

Team of the status of an executed real estate transaction within the Hanlon Creek 
Business Park.  

Key Findings 

An ‘Offer to Purchase and Agreement of Purchase and Sale’ for 4.133 acres of land 
between the City of Guelph and John McQuatt, in trust for a company to be 
incorporated. This sale is now firm and will close on February 28, 2018. 

 

 

Report 

The following provides the details for the executed real estate transaction:  

 Purchaser: John McQuatt, intrust for a company to be incorporated 
 Legal Description: PART BLOCK 3 PL 61M169 DESIGNATED AS PARTS 2 & 3 PL 

61R20516 SUBJECT TO AN EASEMENT OVER PART 2 PL 61R20516 IN FAVOUR OF PART 
1 PL 61R20516 AS IN WC429775 CITY OF GUELPH  

 Acreage purchased:4.133 acres 
 Price per acre: $280,000 
 Total purchase price: $1,157,240.00 

 Deposit received: $57,862.00 
 Agreement Executed: October 31, 2017 

 Real Estate Commission: $57,862.00 
 Conditional Date: January 12, 2018 
 Closing Date: February 28, 2018 

 Proposed use: manufacturing and warehousing 
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Financial Implications 

Price per acre $280,000.00 

Total Purchase Price 1,157,240.00 

Real Estate Commission Paid 57,862.00 

Consultations 

 Legal & Realty Services 

 Finance 
 Corporate Communications  

o A press release will be prepared and distributed following the close of 
the property on February 28, 2018. 

Corporate Administrative Plan 

Overarching Goals 
Financial Stability 

Service Excellence 
 
Service Area Operational Work Plans 

Our Resources - A solid foundation for a growing city 
Our People- Building a great community together 

Attachments 

ATT-1  Location of Subject Property 

Departmental Approval 

Legal & Realty Services – Terri MacCulloch  

Finance – Jade Surgeoner 

Report Author 

Barbara Maly 
Manager, Economic Development 

 
 

 
 
__________________________ __________________________ 

Approved By    Recommended By 
Peter Cartwright    Scott Stewart, C.E.T 

General Manager      Deputy CAO 
Business Development and   Infrastructure Development and Enterprise 

Enterprise     519-822-1260 ext. 3445 
519-822-1260 ext. 2820   scott.stewart@guelph.ca 
peter.cartwright@guelph.ca  
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ATTACHMENT 1 
LOCATION OF SUBJECT PROPERTY 
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Information 

Report 

Service Area  Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise Services 
 
Date   Friday, February 2, 2018 
 

Subject Draft Amended Blue Box Program Plan and Program 

Agreement 
 

Report Number  IDE-2018-23 
 

Executive Summary 

Purpose of Report 

To share with Council and the community information learned to date and staff’s 

response to Stewardship Ontario’s draft Amended Blue Box Program Plan and the 
Resource Productivity and Recovery Authority’s proposed Program Agreement.  

Key Findings 

In alignment with the Municipal Resource Recovery and Research Collaborative, 

which includes the Association of Municipalities of Ontario, the City of Toronto, the 
Regional Public Works Commissioners of Ontario and the Municipal Waste 

Association, staff do not support the draft Amended Blue Box Program Plan (the 
Plan) or the proposed Program Agreement (the Agreement). The Plan and 
Agreement have not fulfilled the Minister of Environment and Climate Change’s 

Direction Letter and fail to achieve the goals set out by the key stakeholders. The 
Plan and Agreement do not offer solutions to move past the problems of the current 

framework, and do not meet expectations to: 
 

-  Improve environmental and economic outcomes;  

-  Move to Individual Producer Responsibility; 
-  Demonstrate good governance and balanced decision-making; 

-  Ensure transparency; and, 
-  Address legacy concerns.  

 

While, staff do not support the Plan and Agreement as currently drafted, the above 
expectations may be addressed by the current review process. Solutions have 

already been identified and provided by the Municipal 3Rs Collaborative and are 
supported by staff. Only a few of the proposed solutions have been addressed in 
the Plan or Agreement to date. There is, however, still sufficient time to amend the 

Plan and Agreement before submission to the Minister.  Staff continue to work with 
other stakeholders to influence the outcomes.  Staff plan to keep Council informed 
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and may be seeking Council support at a later date if it appears the identified issues 
are not being addressed in a way that would be supportive to the City.  

Financial Implications 

The proposed transition in the Plan is lengthy and provides uncertain timelines that 
are longer than municipal stakeholders feel is necessary. Under the timelines of the 
proposed Plan, the City could be obligated to remain under the current 50/50 cost 

sharing model for providing recycling services up until 2024-2025 (the last year for 
cost and service transitions). Preliminary estimates suggest that annual costs for 

managing recycling would range from $1M–2M each year the program is delayed. 

 

Report 

Background 

 
The Amended Blue Box Program Plan and Program Agreement were initiated by a 
joint letter sent to the Minister of the Environment and Climate Change (MOECC) on 

July 7, 2017, the Accord (http://stewardshipontario.ca/wp-
content/uploads/2017/08/Municipal-SO-Accord.pdf). This letter addressed the 

primary considerations for supporting key stakeholder groups through the transition 
from the existing, shared responsibility program to individual producer 
responsibility under the Resource Recovery and Circular Economy Act, 2016. 

 
The guiding principles outlined in the Accord, stated that the transition to individual 

producer responsibility should: 

 Not negatively impact Ontarians’ experience with and access to existing 
recycling services;  

 Improve environmental outcomes;  
 Create a consistent recycling experience for all Ontario residents;  

 Ensure a fair and open marketplace; and  
 Address the provincial interests listed in the Act, thus becoming the 

blueprint for the future development of a producer responsibility Printed 

Paper and Packaging regulation under the Act.  
 

The Agreement (https://rpra.ca/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/Intro-and-Draft-Blue-
Blue-Box-Program-Agreement-Dec-19-2017-updated-Jan-8-2018.pdf) was released 

by the Resource Productivity and Recovery Authority on December 19, 2017, the 
same day as Stewardship Ontario released its Plan 
(http://stewardshipontario.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/DRAFT-for-

Consultation-Amended-Blue-Box-Program-Plan.pdf). Both documents were 
reviewed together and responded to jointly by staff.  

 
Staff do not support the Plan or the Agreement. Staff’s position is in alignment with 
the Municipal 3Rs Collaborative. 

 

http://stewardshipontario.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Municipal-SO-Accord.pdf
http://stewardshipontario.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Municipal-SO-Accord.pdf
http://stewardshipontario.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Municipal-SO-Accord.pdf
https://rpra.ca/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/Intro-and-Draft-Blue-Blue-Box-Program-Agreement-Dec-19-2017-updated-Jan-8-2018.pdf
https://rpra.ca/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/Intro-and-Draft-Blue-Blue-Box-Program-Agreement-Dec-19-2017-updated-Jan-8-2018.pdf
https://rpra.ca/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/Intro-and-Draft-Blue-Blue-Box-Program-Agreement-Dec-19-2017-updated-Jan-8-2018.pdf
http://stewardshipontario.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/DRAFT-for-Consultation-Amended-Blue-Box-Program-Plan.pdf
http://stewardshipontario.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/DRAFT-for-Consultation-Amended-Blue-Box-Program-Plan.pdf
http://stewardshipontario.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/DRAFT-for-Consultation-Amended-Blue-Box-Program-Plan.pdf
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A successful transition to the Act will require transparent and collaborative decision-
making involving all key stakeholders; clear timelines to ensure a timely and 

predictable transition; and progressive measures to support Blue Box program 
improvement, environmental outcomes and a competitive market place. Instead, 

the Plan recommends unilateral decision-making by Stewardship Ontario before 
individual producers assume full responsibility for their Printed Paper and 
Packaging; a lengthy and uncertain transition timeline; and mechanisms that could 

constrain program improvement and possibly lead to diminished recycling services 
for many Ontario residents. 

 
The Plan and Agreement have not fulfilled the Minister of Environment and Climate 
Change’s Direction Letter (the Accord) and fail to achieve the goals set out by the 

key stakeholders. The Plan and Agreement do not offer solutions to move past 
problems with the current framework, and do not meet expectations with respect to 

five key areas of concern: 
 

 Improving environmental and economic outcomes – The environmental 

outcomes of the Plan and the development of a circular economy for Printed 
Paper and Packaging will be determined by which materials are obligated, 

which of these are collected and how they are managed, and which 
generators of these materials will be serviced. In some cases, under the Plan, 

Ontarians would see at least an interim reduction in Blue Box services 
provided by municipalities today as a cost avoidance action on behalf of the 
producers.  

 Move to Individual Producer Responsibility – The Plan and associated 
timeline have the potential to entrench and prolong the existing structure 

and hinder the transition to the Act. The proposed timeline is seven years to 
transition municipal programs over to Stewardship Ontario, and nine years 
until any targets are realized. This is four years beyond the target of 2023 

set out in the Strategy for a Waste-Free Ontario. This extended timeline 
would mean that municipalities and their taxpayers would continue to pay 

significant costs for managing producer wastes during the transition, while 
producers would continue to avoid these costs.  

 Demonstrate good governance and balanced decision-making – The 

Plan gives Stewardship Ontario decision-making powers over key elements of 
the transition that affect business interests and grants unilateral control to 

Stewardship Ontario before full producer responsibility is achieved. More 
balanced controls such as, open and fair markets and independent directors, 
are necessary for the protection of all stakeholders. For example, unilaterally 

changing the standardized list of Blue Box materials would affect our 
residents and possibly our revenues.  These controls must protect the 

interests of individual stewards, service providers, the Province, taxpayers 
and municipal governments.  

 Ensure transparency – The Plan does not set out clear and measurable 

targets, or define how targets will be measured, verified and reported. The 
Plan also doesn’t address the need to reduce and discourage the use of non-
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recyclable and other problematic materials (e.g. polystyrene, plastic film 
bags, coffee cups, etc.). The lack of transparency for target setting and 

measurement undermines the legitimacy of the Plan, creates uncertainty in 
the industry, and provides liability issues for municipalities, such as a 

decrease in funding for the City not meeting its targets. Transparency is 
essential to support Blue Box program improvements and deliver 
environmental outcomes, such as independent 3rd party audits. 

 Address legacy concerns – The Accord addressed a number of issues 
related to transitioning services in a reasonable and fair manner that were 

specific to municipal governments. Neither the Plan nor the Agreement have 
addressed or resolved these concerns. Should services transition to third 
parties, issues include: agreement on the payment of eligible costs for 

municipalities that do not transition, management of newspaper recycling at 
no cost to municipalities, and collaborative efforts to minimize the potential 

for stranded assets (i.e. equipment and facilities that are no longer needed).  

Staff support the solutions recommended by the Municipal 3Rs Collaborative as 
submitted to both Stewardship Ontario for the Plan (https://www.amo.on.ca/AMO-

PDFs/Waste-Management/Waste-Diversion/2018/Comments-on-draft-aBBPP-2018-
01-15.aspx) and the Resource Productivity and Recovery Authority for the 

Agreement  (https://www.amo.on.ca/AMO-PDFs/Waste-Management/Waste-
Diversion/2018/2018-01-15-Joint-PA-Submission.aspx).  

 
To date only a few of the proposed solutions have been addressed in the Plan or 
Agreement. Staff are continuing to advocate for the following solutions:  

 Processes that support a circular economy;  
 Materials are not being removed from the Blue Box; 

 Certainty on the timeline within the Strategy’s 2023 target; 
 A dispute resolution process on catchment areas, timelines and 

contamination; 

 Ensuring diversion rate targets are met and accountability for the costs borne 
by municipalities for materials ending up in the garbage; and  

 A process to address stranded assets. 
 
There is still sufficient time to amend the Plan and Agreement before submission to 

the Minister on February 15, 2018. 
 

Staff will keep Council continually informed of any changes and key milestones as 
the Plan and Agreement move from the Resource Productivity and Recovery 
Authority to the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change.  It is anticipated that 

the Ministry will post the Plan on the Environmental Bill of Rights Registry, for 
further comment, sometime in February 2018. Staff will report back to Council with 

updated information as part of the Service Review in April, 2018.  Once a Plan has 
been approved, staff will inform residents via the Solid Waste Resources website. 

https://www.amo.on.ca/AMO-PDFs/Waste-Management/Waste-Diversion/2018/Comments-on-draft-aBBPP-2018-01-15.aspx
https://www.amo.on.ca/AMO-PDFs/Waste-Management/Waste-Diversion/2018/Comments-on-draft-aBBPP-2018-01-15.aspx
https://www.amo.on.ca/AMO-PDFs/Waste-Management/Waste-Diversion/2018/Comments-on-draft-aBBPP-2018-01-15.aspx
https://www.amo.on.ca/AMO-PDFs/Waste-Management/Waste-Diversion/2018/2018-01-15-Joint-PA-Submission.aspx
https://www.amo.on.ca/AMO-PDFs/Waste-Management/Waste-Diversion/2018/2018-01-15-Joint-PA-Submission.aspx
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Financial Implications 

The City currently delivers its own waste collection and processing services. As a 

result, the City would be ready to transition, to provide waste collection services for 
the Printed Paper and Packaging industry stewards, in mid-2020 (the earliest 

transition date) as per the Plan schedule. Upon transition, processing recyclable 
materials would then be awarded through a competitive bid process.  A 
municipality, however, cannot transition before Stewardship Ontario has selected 

and approved the municipality to transition based on their geographic catchment 
areas, yet to be determined.  Guelph could be placed into a geographic catchment 

area that is part of the last year of transition (2024-2025), in which case the City 
would be required to continue funding waste collection and processing services at 

the current 50/50 cost sharing model. Under the current draft Plan, there is no 
dispute resolution process for municipalities to use should they disagree with the 
catchment areas and transition timelines chosen by Stewardship Ontario.  

 
Preliminary estimates based on financial data provided as part of the 2016 

Municipal Datacall suggest that annual costs for managing recycling would range 
from $1M–2M each year the program is delayed. This range is an estimate and 
could be further impacted by potential collection terms and conditions (e.g. 

frequency or method of collection, acceptable contamination rates), post-collection 
service standards (e.g. eligible materials and equipment needed to sort, size and 

tonnage within catchment area), and procurement processes (fair, open 
competition for collection and post collection services). 
 

 
Consultations 

Staff have attended one joint Stewardship Ontario and Resource Productivity and 
Recovery Authority webinar and one Association of Municipalities of Ontario 
webinar. Staff have submitted a response on the Draft Amended Blue Box Program 

Plan and the Program Agreement identifying specific measures that address the 
fundamental deficiencies. 

 
City staff are members of the Regional Public Works Commissioners of Ontario, as 
well as, the Municipal 3Rs Collaborative.  These groups provide up-to-date 

information on the progress of the Plan and the Agreement. 
 

In addition, staff are consulting with other City departments including 
intergovernmental relations, finance, communications, human resources and legal. 
 

Staff continue to work with our communications department to develop a draft 
strategy for sharing developments regarding the Plan and Agreement with City 

residents. 
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Corporate Administrative Plan 

Overarching Goals 

Service Excellence 
Financial Stability  

 
Service Area Operational Work Plans 
Our Services – Municipal services that make lives better 

Attachments 

ATT-1 City of Guelph’s response to Stewardship Ontario and the Resource 

Productivity and Recovery Authority on the Draft Amended Blue Box 
Program Plan and Program Agreement 

 
 

Departmental Approval 
Cameron Walsh, CFM, C.E.T 
Division Manager 

Solid Waste Resources 

Report Author 

Vivian De Giovanni Heather Connell 

Supervisor of Program Development Manager, Integrated Services 
 

 
 
__________________________ __________________________ 

Approved By Recommended By 
Peter Busatto Scott Stewart, C.E.T. 

General Manager Deputy CAO 
Environmental Services  Infrastructure Development and Enterprise 
519-822-1260, ext. 3430 519-822-1260, ext. 3445 

peter.busatto@guelph.ca scott.stewart@guelph.ca 
 

 

mailto:peter.busatto@guelph.ca
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January 15, 2018 
 
 
 
 
Mr. David Pearce    Mr. Frank Denton 
Managing Director   CEO 
Stewardship Ontario   Resource Productivity and Recovery Authority 
1 St. Clair Avenue West, Floor 7 4711 Yonge Street, Suite 408 
Toronto ON M4V 1M2   Toronto ON M2N 6K8 
 
Dear Mr. Pearce and Mr. Denton: 
 
Re: Draft Amended Blue Box Program Plan (a-BBPP) and Program Agreement (PA) 
 
The following comments are in response to Stewardship Ontario’s invitation for further dialogue 
on the Amended Blue Box Program Plan.  We would like to take this opportunity to thank 
Stewardship Ontario for the invitation to participate in this important discussion.  
 
The City of Guelph was an early adopter of waste diversion as a responsible waste 
management strategy and successfully attained some of the highest diversion rates in the 
province over the past 20 + years. With diversion as its core strategy the City has approximately 
100 employees providing comprehensive waste management services to the citizens of the City 
of Guelph. The City has invested in a state of the art waste collection fleet, material recovery 
facility, organic waste processing facility and provides public drop-off and household hazardous 
waste drop-off services as well as various reuse and diversion programs. These programs are 
planned, integrated and award winning, providing cost effective solutions against the backdrop 
of siting and operating a landfill in the province.  
 
The City of Guelph supports the Waste-Free Ontario Act, 2016 and the Strategy for a Waste-
Free Ontario. Together they seek to balance the interests of key stakeholders and provide a 
pathway to move past the problems of the current framework and to improve environmental and 
economic outcomes. This sentiment was shared across stakeholder groups and political parties.  

The joint letter sent to the Minister of the Environment & Climate Change on July 7, 2017 (the 
Accord), which initiated this process, addressed the main concerns for the key stakeholder 
groups on how best to support the transition of the existing shared responsibility program to 
individual producer responsibility under the Resource Recovery and Circular Economy Act, 
2016 (RRCEA). 

Amending the Blue Box Program Plan would allow this transition to occur in a more orderly, 
smooth and predictable manner. The City is committed to the guiding principles outlined in the 
Accord, which stated that the transition to individual producer responsibility should:  

https://www.ontario.ca/page/strategy-waste-free-ontario-building-circular-economy
https://www.ontario.ca/page/strategy-waste-free-ontario-building-circular-economy
http://stewardshipontario.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Municipal-SO-Accord.pdf
http://stewardshipontario.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Municipal-SO-Accord.pdf
http://ernie/ServiceAreas/informationservices/CorpComm/PublishingImages/Logos/ActualSize/COG_Logo_Colour_300dpi_11inches_wide.jpg
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 Not negatively impact Ontarians’ experience with and access to existing recycling 
services;  

 Improve environmental outcomes;  
 Create a consistent recycling experience for all Ontario residents;  
 Ensure a fair and open marketplace; and  
 Address the provincial interests listed in the RRCEA thus becoming the blueprint for the 

future development of a producer responsibility PPP regulation under the RRCEA.  

The Minister’s stated expectation in his letter (Minister’s Direction Letter) was that this proposal 
would outline the first phase for the transition for the Blue Box under the Waste Diversion 
Transition Act, 2016 (WDTA), and would set the stage for a second phase of transition that will 
result in individual producer responsibility under the RRCEA in a timely manner. The Minister’s 
Direction Letter provided guidelines for developing the proposal and set out specific 
requirements to be included. 

Unfortunately, Stewardship Ontario’s proposed a-BBPP has not fulfilled the Minister’s Direction 
Letter and fails to achieve the goals set out by the key stakeholders.  

A successful transition to RRCEA can be accomplished only through transparent and 
collaborative decision-making involving all key stakeholders, clear timelines to ensure a timely 
and predictable transition, and progressive measures to support Blue Box program 
improvement, environmental outcomes and a competitive market place. Instead, the proposed 
a-BBPP offers unilateral decision making by Stewardship Ontario well before individual 
producers assume full responsibility, an extremely slow and uncertain transition timeline, and 
mechanisms that will not only fail to drive program improvement, but may lead to diminished 
recycling services for many Ontario residents. 

Our concerns can be grouped into five core areas:  

 Move to Individual Producer Responsibility – The objective of the a-BBPP as set out 
in the Accord and in the Minister’s Direction Letter was to outline the first phase of 
transition for the Blue Box program to individual producer responsibility under the 
RRCEA. The key stakeholders understood the current system was not progressing and 
a move to the new legislative framework could resolve key problems. One significant 
improvement is allowing individual stewards the opportunity to determine how best to 
meet their obligations under the Act. An a-BBPP compliant with the Minister’s Direction 
Letter would provide an interim step to ease transition from a municipally-operated Blue 
Box system to direct steward management. This was not meant to be the end point of 
this process.  

The proposed a-BBPP and associated timeline potentially entrench the existing structure 
and hinder the transition to the RRCEA. The timeline proposed is seven years to 
transition municipal programs over to Stewardship Ontario and nine years until any 
targets are to be achieved. This is four years beyond the target of 2023 set out in the 
Strategy for a Waste-Free Ontario and stretches over three provincial and municipal 
election cycles. This is not an acceptable timeline. 

 Need for good governance and balanced decision-making – The a-BBPP would give 
unilateral decision-making powers over key elements of the transition that affect 
business interests to Stewardship Ontario. In effect, the proposed a-BBPP would grant 

http://stewardshipontario.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Minister-Ballard-Request-Letter-to-RPRA-and-SO-Aug-14.pdf
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unilateral control to Stewardship Ontario before full producer responsibility is achieved. 
Until the current municipally-operated Blue Box system can be successfully transitioned 
to individual producer responsibility, more balanced controls are necessary for the 
protection of all stakeholders. These controls must protect the interests of individual 
stewards, service providers, the Province, taxpayers and municipal governments.  

As currently drafted the a-BBPP will not ensure that a healthy competitive market will be 
provided for all, including stewards. 

 Improving Environmental Outcomes – The environmental outcomes of the a-BBPP 
and the development of a circular economy for PPP will be determined by which 
materials are obligated, which of these are collected and how they are managed, and 
which generators of these materials will be serviced. The proposed a-BBPP does little to 
progress the Blue Box system. In some cases, Ontarians would see at least an interim 
reduction in Blue Box services provided by municipalities today.  

 Ensuring Transparency – The proposed a-BBPP does not set out clear and 
measurable targets or define how they will be measured, verified and reported. It also 
does not address the Minister’s Direction Letter to establish methods to facilitate the 
reduction of PPP and to discourage the use of non-recyclable and problematic materials. 
The lack of transparency undermines the legitimacy of the Program, creates business 
uncertainty, and provides liability issues for municipalities. It also undermines the ability 
to support Blue Box program improvements and deliver environmental outcomes. 

 Legacy Concerns – There are a number of issues specific to municipal governments 
that were addressed in the Accord to facilitate transition in a reasonable and fair manner, 
but have not been resolved in the proposed a-BBPP or the Program Agreement. These 
include agreement on the payment of eligible costs for non-transitioned municipalities, 
management of newspapers at no cost to municipalities, and collaborative efforts to 
minimize the potential for stranded assets.  

Given these fundamental deficiencies, the City of Guelph cannot support the proposed a-BBPP 
as drafted.  
 
We have identified specific measures that can be incorporated into an a-BBPP to address each 
of the above core areas. These are listed in detail in the following sections of our submission.  
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Principle Guelph’s Position/Concerns Solutions 

1. Move to 
Individual 
Producer 
Responsibility: 
The objective of 
the a-BBPP as set 
out in the Accord 
and in the 
Minister’s 
Direction Letter 
was to outline 
the first phase of 
transition for the 
Blue Box program 
to individual 
producer 
responsibility 
under the RRCEA. 

 The proposed a-BBPP and associated 
timeline potentially entrench the existing 
structure and hinder the transition to the 
RRCEA. The timeline proposed is seven 
years to transition municipal programs 
over to SO and nine years until any targets 
are to be achieved. This is four years 
beyond the target of 2023 set out in the 
Strategy for a Waste-Free Ontario and 
stretches over three provincial and 
municipal election cycles. This is not an 
acceptable timeline. 

 The City of Guelph self-delivers, and is able 
to transition in mid-2020 (when first 
households begin to transition), but will 
not be able to transition until our 
geographic catchment area (yet to be 
determined), has been given the go-
ahead. While we wait, we would only be 
given 50/50 cost sharing. In addition, there 
is no dispute resolution process for how 
Stewardship Ontario makes decisions on 
catchment areas or sequencing those 
catchment areas (such as how 
municipalities are combined into 
catchments and when they transition). 

 There is no process identified within the a-
BBPP for an ongoing assessment of when 
the transition should occur and no 
mechanism to prompt the Minister to 
move to the second stage of the 
transition. While the Minister cannot be 
forced to make a decision on developing a 
regulation, the proposed a-BBPP could 
operate indefinitely with no formal review 
or sunset clause. 

 Timelines should be adjusted to reflect a 
five-year timeline, allowing for every 
municipality to have the opportunity to 
transition. 

 A section should be added that details 
‘Conditions to Transition to the RRCEA’ 
(put forth by the 3Rs Collaborative) that 
include, but are not limited to: 
o Require annual reporting against the 

Minister’s letter; 
o Require RPRA to complete a review 

and evaluate the transition under the 
a-BBPP and make recommendations on 
full transition to the RRCEA in the 
fourth year of an approved a-BBPP to 
be delivered in the beginning of the 
fifth year; and, 

o An independent body should be 
established as a clearinghouse for 
individual producers and collective 
management organizations to ensure 
fair access to obligated PPP under 
existing collection and processing 
contracts through the transition to 
individual producer responsibility. 

 Section 7.4 (Program Delivery Principles) 
and Section 7.7 (Service Procurement 
Objectives) of the a-BBPP, should be 
consistent with the principle to avoid 
barriers to competition in the second 
phase of the transition that will result in 
individual producer responsibility under 
the RRCEA and uphold a healthy 
competitive marketplace. 

 A specific reference should be included 
that any intellectual property, capital and 
other assets resulting from R&D 
investment should be vested with those 
who are developing and/or implementing 
the improvements. Neither Stewardship 
Ontario nor Canadian Stewardship 
Services Alliance (CSSA) should have 
control and ownership of any property, 
operation or technology that could 
ultimately provide any competitive 
advantage in a future individual producer 
responsibility market. 
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Principle Guelph’s Position/Concerns Solutions 

2. Need for Good 
Governance and 
Balanced 
Decision-Making: 
Although it was 
understood when 
the Accord was 
signed, that 
Stewardship 
Ontario would 
remain in place 
during the 
transition, it is in 
all stakeholder’s 
interests to 
ensure that good 
governance and 
balanced 
decision-making 
occurs during the 
transition. 

 The decision-making powers of 
Stewardship Ontario cannot be considered 
free market decisions as the Province is 
affording them to be a regulatory agent 
that in effect owns the market. The 
decisions this organization makes will have 
potentially significant impacts on what 
happens under the RRCEA. 

 Stewardship Ontario should not preclude, 
encumber or impact the transition to an 
open and fair individual producer 
responsibility market. 

 The unilateral ability to change the 
standardized list of materials in the a-BBPP 
contradicts the proposed Program 
Agreement. 

 The governance structure is not included 
in either document and there is no 
mention of the inclusion of independent 
Directors. 

 The Program Agreement acknowledges 
that Stewardship Ontario has a 
commercial relationship with CSSA but no 
information is provided on the services 
provided or what authority RPRA has to 
ensure this relationship conforms to the 
WDTA. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The ability for Stewardship Ontario to 
unilaterally change the standardized list of 
materials is not in keeping with the 
Program Agreement and not in the 
interests of any of the stakeholders. 
References in Section 7:10 and in 
Appendix B should be removed. 

 Section 9 – Dispute Resolution Process, 
should be re-written using the 
information put forward by the 3Rs 
Collaborative in their ‘Service 
Compensation and Dispute Resolution 
Mechanism’ paper. 

 A collaborative approach should be 
initiated wherever decisions could impact 
the market that could hinder future 
outcomes under the RRCEA, including the 
development of catchments, terms and 
conditions for collection services, and how 
incentives will be set or changed. 
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3. Improving 
Environmental 
Outcomes: The 
environmental 
outcomes of the 
a-BBPP and the 
development of a 
circular economy 
for PPP will be 
determined by 
which materials 
are obligated, 
which of these 
are collected and 
how they are 
managed, and 
which generators 
of these 
materials will be 
serviced. The 
proposed a-BBPP 
does little to 
progress the Blue 
Box system. In 
some cases, 
Ontarians would 
see at least an 
interim reduction 
in Blue Box 
services provided 
by municipalities 
today. 

 The a-BBPP as drafted does not progress 
the system beyond current Blue Box 
programs (and proposes some reductions 
in the scope of materials collected by 
some communities today). 

 While the scope of obligated materials 
and stewards is widened under the a-
BBPP and the costs of the program would 
be spread over a wider range of materials 
and stewards, with the exception of the 
proposed expansion of multi-residential 
after the first year of the program: 
o There would be no commensurate 

improvements in Blue Box program 
environmental outcomes; and, 

o With some communities seeing a 
reduction in the range of materials 
collected. 

 If the acceptable materials list is reduced, 
those materials taken off the list could 
have a significant financial impact for 
municipalities as they will still be 
responsible for managing the waste. This 
impact would be two-fold – reduced 
funding given to the City from the 
stewards, as well, as increased waste 
tonnage going to landfill. 

 The a-BBPP as currently drafted fails the 
basic requirement to improve 
environmental outcomes. 

 
 
 

 

 The a-BBPP should include an expanded 
definition of obligated PPP which 
encompasses paper and plastic products 
managed in organics (“green bin”) 
programs. 

 Obligated PPP should be based on the 
RRCEA definitions for products, primary, 
convenience and transport packaging in a 
manner which does not strictly limit the 
obligation to “household” materials, to 
allow for payment for an appropriate 
share of PPP that are indistinguishable 
from “household” materials but are 
consumed and generated away from 
home. This would be consistent with the 
Minister’s Direction Letter “to consider 
accommodating associated public spaces, 
parks and other related services provided 
by these municipalities”. 

 No backsliding on materials currently 
collected in municipal programs - 
Stewardship Ontario should not be 
promoting harmonization by reducing the 
range of obligated PPP targeted for 
collection. 

 Transitioned communities not currently 
accepting widest range of PPP today (i.e., 
GTA) should expand collection of this 
standardized list over the life of the 
program. 

 There should be some provision in the a-
BBPP for the collection and management 
for all obligated materials paying fees to 
Stewardship Ontario. 

 Where obligated PPP cannot be included 
in Blue Box collection programs, 
alternative management options for 
these materials should be implemented 
and paid for by stewards. 

 Collection in transitioned communities 
should include all privately serviced 
residential buildings and other sources 
that generate PPP similar to that 
generated in households, including: 
permanent or seasonal single and multi-
family households; senior residences and 
long-term care facilities; public space 
recycling; special events; churches; 
campgrounds; and, community centers. 
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Principle Guelph’s Position/Concerns Solutions 

4. Ensuring 
Transparency: 
The a-BBPP 
should be 
transparent and 
needs to clearly 
outline how 
targets are set 
and measured, 
how progress 
towards recycling 
targets will be 
measured, how 
key terms are 
defined, when 
targets will be 
achieved and 
how they will be 
independently 
verified. 

 The proposed points of measurement of 
recycling rates differ from those presented 
in the Stewardship Ontario consultation 
process. The original Stewardship Ontario 
proposal that stewards would measure the 
recycling rate at the point where 
recovered PPP is actually reincorporated 
into new products, would have 
represented a significant step forward. 

 There is no definition for “recycling” or for 
a number of other terms associated with 
measurements. 

 No fixed date is provided for achieving 
targets. The proposed target date of “two 
years following the transition of all 
Communities” is unacceptable. On the 
basis of the proposed Stewardship Ontario 
controlled transition process, this date 
would fall at best nine years after the 
assumed approval date for the a-BBPP 
which is two years beyond the 2023 date 
set in the Strategy for a Waste-Free 
Ontario established by the Ministry. 

 Proposed material specific targets under 
the a-BBPP are limited to just four broad 
categories of materials (paper, plastic, 
metal, glass) although stewards are 
required to report PPP supplied into 
Ontario for at least 34 categories. 
Municipalities and service providers are 
required to report in much finer detail on 
the types of PPP they collect and process. 

 No mechanisms are provided for stewards 
to facilitate the reduction of PPP, or means 
to discourage the use of difficult to recycle 
materials, or to identify and address 
problematic materials within PPP. 

 The Program Agreement required 
Stewardship Ontario to provide 
documents and information on “Recycling 
efficiency rates, in accordance with the 
BBPP, to be utilized in calculating 
performance against targets” but there 
are no clear consequences for failure to 
meet program targets (other than the 
“Authority may recommend actions”). 

 An agreed basis (Stewardship Ontario, 
RPRA, municipalities and service 
providers) for transparent calculation and 
definition of collection, diversion, 
recycling rates and all other applicable 
performance metrics must be included in 
the a-BBPP and referenced in the 
Program Agreement. 

 “Recycling efficiency rates” referenced in 
the Program Agreement should be 
defined. 

 The timeline for achieving the 75% PPP 
“basket of goods” target for transitioned 
communities should be two years after 
the transition of that community to full 
producer responsibility. 

 The timeline for achieving the (expanded) 
materials specific targets should be five 
years after a-BBPP approval. 

 For transitioned communities, 
Stewardship Ontario should be required 
to report on recovery rate performance 
for all obligated materials after the first 
year of transition. At a minimum, these 
categories should include: 

 ONP and magazines,  

 Other printed papers 

 OCC and boxboard 

 Aseptic and Gable Top cartons, 
polycoat 

 Other paper products 

 Plastic #1, #2, #4, #5, #6 

 Steel food and beverage containers 

 Steel paint containers 

 Other steel packaging 

 Aluminum food and beverage 
containers 

 Other aluminum packaging 

 Glass packaging 

 Clear methods to promote waste 
reduction as defined in the Minister’s 
Direction Letter should be set out in the 
a-BBPP. 

 Development of RPRA’s Program 
Performance Protocol should be a multi-
stakeholder process including 
municipalities, service providers and 
public interest groups. 

 A requirement for independent 3
rd

party 
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Principle Guelph’s Position/Concerns Solutions 

audits should be in the a-BBPP and PA.  
 

5. Legacy 
Concerns: There 
are a number of 
issues specific to 
municipal 
governments 
that were 
addressed in the 
Accord to 
facilitate 
transition in a 
reasonable and 
fair manner, but 
have not been 
resolved in the 
proposed a-BBPP 
or the Program 
Agreement. 
These include 
agreement on 
the payment of 
eligible costs for 
non-transitioned 
municipalities, 
management of 
newspapers at no 
cost to 
municipalities, 
and a 
collaborative 
effort to 
minimize the 
potential for 
stranded assets. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The Minister’s Direction Letter listed a 
number of principles to ensure that the 
proposed a-BBPP would be consistent 
with the public interest. This included: 
“avoiding stranded assets to the extent 
possible in a collaborative manner”. 
Municipalities have had to invest 
hundreds of millions of dollars to operate 
Blue Box programs and comply with the 
Province’s Regulation 101/94. Stranded 
assets include all capital investments such 
as MRFs, depots, transfer stations, 
collection vehicles, carts, and bins.  

 Section 7.12 of the draft a-BBPP, titled 
“Minimizing Stranded Assets” provides no 
commitments, actions or activities to 
minimize stranded assets as requested in 
the Minister’s Direction Letter. 

 The full extent of Stewardship Ontario’s 
efforts is to define catchment areas that 
will encourage maximizing the use of 
existing capital assets and to provide 
communities and the waste management 
industry with information regarding the 
inventory of available and publicly held 
capital assets deployed against waste 
diversion in Ontario today. 

 The proposed a-BBPP includes numerous 
items that were not agreed to and 
municipalities cannot support. Some 
examples include, but are not limited to: 
o We do not accept Stewardship 

Ontario’s proposal that costs related 
to “penalties or fees incurred by 
Communities as levied by service 
providers resulting from service level 
failures (e.g. contamination in 
materials in-bound to processors) or 
other deficiencies in Community 
performance as in terms of their 
agreements with service provider” 
are ineligible costs. In non-
transitioned municipalities the 
program remains a shared 
responsibility between the parties 
and with it comes shared risks.  

o Calculated Administration Costs is 

defined as the lesser of reported 

Stranded Assets 

 A submission was made by the Municipal 
3Rs Collaborative titled “Avoiding 
Stranded Assets” during Stewardship 
Ontario’s consultation which discussed 
how the parties could work to avoid 
stranded assets by incenting proponents 
to include use of existing assets in their 
proposals for post-collection services. 

 Further, in order to minimize impacts on 
smaller capital components, municipal 
governments recommend that 
Stewardship Ontario should commit to 
keep collection systems intact until all 
capital costs (including capital such as 
carts, bins, and trucks) are fully amortized 
to avoid creation of further stranded 
assets.  

 These recommendations were not 
reflected or noted in the proposed a-
BBPP. 

Eligible Costs for Non-Transitioned 
Municipalities 

 Establishing payments for non-
transitioned municipalities was a key 
component of the parties being able to 
reach the Accord. Setting these annual 
payments drives an increasingly 
escalating and toxic dispute between 
municipal governments and stewards that 
went to arbitration in 2014 and continues 
to inhibit progress in the industry. 

 During the discussions on the Accord the 
parties agreed to end this dispute by 
agreeing that Stewardship Ontario would 
pay the applicable percentage of 
stewards’ contribution on the basis of 
their verified net costs as determined 
through the Datacall without contentious 
deductions for cost containment. The 
parties agreed to “ring fence” the 
payments so that costs associated with 
transition would not be eligible and 
stewards would have assurances from 
exponential cost increases due to 
municipal decision making around 
excessive service enhancements. The 
parties agreed to use the definitions of 



Information Report (IDE-2018-23) 
February 2, 2017 

 
ATT - 1 

Page 9 of 10 

Principle Guelph’s Position/Concerns Solutions 

 
 
 
5. Legacy (Cont.)  

Administration Costs or 5% for 

programs who provide service directly 

and 3% for programs who contract 

out service delivery. This would 

enable Stewardship Ontario to pay 

nothing if a program does not break 

out actual administration costs in the 

Datacall. Many municipalities do not 

do this given the relatively small size 

of the program. The 3% and 5% 

estimates were set for this reason.  

o Appendix A states that unamortized 

capital costs that extend beyond the 

transition date would be an ineligible 

expense. Stewardship Ontario is still 

responsible for capital costs 

infrastructure built under the shared 

responsibility model. This highlights 

the importance of avoiding stranded 

assets.  

o Section 6.1 of the draft a-BBPP 

requires non-transitioned 

municipalities to provide access to 

data and facilities to Stewardship 

Ontario. This has not been agreed 

with municipalities and service 

providers. Furthermore, RPRA has 

proposed in 2.2 (g) to use reasonable 

efforts to facilitate the collection of 

relevant information in its oversight 

role of the Datacall. It is 

recommended that municipalities 

provide aggregate data on municipal 

facilities to RPRA but not individual 

facility data.  

o The two-year lag between municipal 

costs being incurred and Stewardship 

Ontario’s payment of the Steward 

Obligation is problematic. There 

needs to be reconciliation of 

municipal costs incurred in the two 

years prior to transition. This will be 

particularly important if a 

municipality has to alter their 

contracting and incur premiums to 

line up expiry of their contracts with 

eligible costs based on the current RPRA 
Datacall User Guide. 

 Use the 2016 RPRA Datacall User Guide 
methodology to calculate payments to 
non-transitioned municipalities. 

Funding for Management of Newspapers 

 The Accord states that “the plan should 
establish the arrangement with 
Stewardship Ontario by which the 
Canadian Newspaper Association and 
Ontario Community Newspapers 
Association will meet their member’ EPR 
obligations for old newsprint in such a 
manner that is without cost to 
transitioned municipalities.” 

 There is no specific mention of this in 
Stewardship Ontario’s proposed a-BBPP.  

 The amended BBPP needs to clearly 
reflect this agreement as follows: 

1. Newspapers will continue to be collected 

throughout the life of the a-BBPP 

2. Municipalities and service providers will 

be compensated in cash for any services 

provided to recover newspapers 
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the timing of their catchment. These 

premiums cannot solely be a 

municipal responsibility. 

 

The City of Guelph does not support the amended Blue Box Program Plan as is; however, it is a 
process and if key issues are fixed, it can be overcome. There is sufficient time to amend the 
Plan before submission to the Minister on February 15, 2018. 
 
We believe that we are offering solutions that support the original objectives of the RRCEA, the 
Strategy for a Waste-Free Ontario and the Minister’s Direction Letter, and is consistent with the 
spirit in which key stakeholders began this process. It is our view that these gaps can be 
bridged if stakeholders work together in good faith.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Cam Walsh 
Plant Manager 
Solid Waste Resources 
The City of Guelph  
T 519-767-0598 x 2053 
F 519-767-1660 
E cameron.walsh@guelph.ca 
 
Heather Connell 
Manager, Integrated Services 
Solid Waste Resources 
The City of Guelph  
T 519-767-0598 x 2082 
E heather.connell@guelph.ca 
 
Vivian De Giovanni 
Supervisor, Program Development 
Solid Waste Resources 
The City of Guelph  
T 519-767-0598 x 2090 
E vivian.degiovanni@guelph.ca 
 
cc: Scott Stewart, Deputy CAO 
      Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise, City of Guelph  
 

      Peter Busatto, General Manager 
      Environmental Services, City of Guelph  
 

      Barbara Swartzentruber, Executive Director 
      Intergovernmental Relations, Policy and Open Government, City of Guelph 
     
      Chris Ballard 
      The Honourable Minister  
      Environment and Climate Change 

mailto:cameron.walsh@guelph.ca
mailto:heather.connell@guelph.ca
mailto:vivian.degiovanni@guelph.ca


Information 
Report 
Service Area  Public Services 
 
Date   Friday, February 2, 2018 
 
Subject  Conestoga College Guelph Campus U-Pass Pilot Program 
 
Report Number  PS-2018-04 
 

Executive Summary 

Purpose of Report 
To notify Council of the Universal Bus Pass pilot program with Conestoga College, 
which will commence in September 2018 and end in summer 2019.  

Key Findings 
• Conestoga Students Incorporated (CSI) held a referendum in winter 2017 and 

passed a Universal Bus Pass pilot program. 
• As part of their tuition, Guelph campus students will be charged $134.90 per 

semester (fall 2018 and winter 2019) and $136.90 for the summer 2019 
semester. 

• This is a one-year pilot program. Guelph Transit and CSI will begin analyzing the 
success of the program in early 2019 to determine if this pilot will go to a 
referendum with CSI and be made into a permanent program. 

Financial Implications
The Universal Bus Pass pilot program will result in approximately $50,000 in 
revenue in 2018 from fees collected for the fall semester. When developing the 
2018 operating budget, $60,000 in revenue was budgeted based on estimated fall 
student enrolment numbers provided by CSI. However, decreased student 
enrolment projections could result in a negative variance of up to $10,000. For the 
2019 operating budget, if the pilot program is successful, this revenue will be 
adjusted to reflect the correct CSI 2019 student enrolment projections.  

Report 
In a continued effort to identify opportunities for ridership and revenue growth, 
Guelph Transit staff met with Conestoga Students Incorporated (CSI) regarding a 
Universal Bus Pass (U-pass) for the students at the Guelph campus of Conestoga 
College. 
 
The program framework and costing is based on the Universal Bus Pass program 
currently in place with the Central Student Association and the Graduate Student 
Association at the University of Guelph. Unlike the five-year program with the 
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University of Guelph, this program with Conestoga College is a one-year pilot. 
Guelph Transit will not be providing any additional service to the Conestoga College 
area in Guelph, nor will Guelph Transit vehicles enter the College property as they 
do at the University of Guelph. 
 
A referendum took place on the Conestoga College Guelph campus in February 
2017. Due to the timing of the referendum, the CSI was unable to implement the 
program for 2017. The pilot program will begin for fall 2018, with an estimated 375 
students paying for the U-pass as part of their tuition.  
 
Staff will be reviewing the program in Q1 of 2019 to determine if it meets the needs 
of both Guelph Transit and Conestoga Students Incorporated, and will report back 
to Council.  

Financial Implications 
Conestoga College estimates a fall semester  and winter semester enrolment of 375 
students. This results in approximately $50,000 in revenue in 2018. However, when 
developing the 2018 operating budget, $60,000 in revenue was budgeted based on 
estimated fall student enrolment numbers provided by CSI. Decreased student 
enrolment projections could result in a negative variance of up to $10,000 for 2018. 
When developing the 2019 operating budget, if this pilot program is successful, this 
revenue will be adjusted to reflect the correct CSI 2019 enrolment projections. 

Consultations 
Legal Services 
Guelph Transit 
Conestoga Students Incorporated 
Corporate Communications 

Corporate Administrative Plan 
Financial Stability 
Innovation 
 
Service Area Operational Work Plans 
Our Services - Municipal services that make lives better 
Our People- Building a great community together 
Our Resources - A solid foundation for a growing city 

Attachments 
ATT-1  Letter from College Registrar, agreeing to collect fees 
ATT-2  Guelph Transit Bus Pass Agreement 
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Departmental Approval 
N/A 

Report Author 
Christine Laithwaite 
 
 
 
__________________________ __________________________ 
Approved By    Recommended By 
Robin Gerus     Colleen Clack 
Interim General Manager    Deputy CAO 
Guelph Transit    Public Services 
519-822-1811, ext. 2461   519-822-1260, ext. 2588 
Robin.gerus@guelph.ca   colleen.clack@guelph.ca 
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Provincial/Federal Consultation Alert 
Title Ministry Consultation 

Deadline 
Summary Proposed Form of Input Rationale Lead Link to Ministry Website 

Establishment 
of a 
regulation 
under the 
Safe Drinking 
Water Act, 
2002 (EBR 
013-1840) 

Ministry of 
the 
Environment 
and Climate 
Change 
(MOECC) 

February 20, 
2018 

The proposed regulation would 
apply to municipal residential 
drinking water systems when they 
are proposing new or expanded 
systems with water sources that 
are within a source protection 
area, delineated in accordance 
with the Clean Water Act.  The 
proposal would require owners of 
municipal residential drinking 
water systems to pass municipal 
council resolutions in support of 
any necessary amendments to the 
applicable assessment report(s) 
and source protection plan(s) prior 
to submitting an application for a 
new or an amendment to their 
existing drinking water works 
permit. 
 
The ministry is also proposing 
amendments to Ontario Regulation 
287/07 “General” under the Clean 
Water Act which sets out the 
requirements for the preparation, 
approval and amendments of 
assessment reports and source 
protection plans (see separate 
posting EBR #013-1839 for 
details). These proposed 
amendments address 
implementation challenges and 
increase transparency related for 
minor plan amendments, including 
those related to properly 
decommissioned wells and intakes 
of municipal residential drinking 
water systems. 
 
 

Staff comments will be 
submitted on the online 
Environmental Registry (EBR) 
and provided to Council via the 
Information Package following 
the consultation deadline. 

 
Additionally, a Water Services 
representative will attend a 
public consultation event 
hosted by the MOECC. 

 
City of Guelph’s position: 
If passed, the proposed 
Regulation under the Safe 
Drinking Water Act would 
require a council resolution 
from other affected 
municipalities within our 
Source Water Wellhead 
Protection Area 
(Guelph/Eramosa, Puslinch 
and/or Milton) to pass a 
council resolution on the 
feasibility of new source water 
for Guelph before the source is 
approved by the Ministry. 
 
As the Environmental 
Assessment Process (EA) will 
scientifically assess the 
feasibility of a qualified source, 
a council resolution from a 
neighbouring municipality 
should not be required.  
Adoption of this requirement 
could allow for political 
interference and impede 
progress regardless of the 
conclusions of the EA. 
 
Water Services is 
recommending that a 
council resolution from an 
affected neighbouring 

The EA Assessment 
Process is science based 
and will determine the 
feasibility of potential new 
drinking water sources for 
the City of Guelph.  As 
such, adding the 
requirement to have a 
council resolution from a 
neighbouring municipality 
will not “add an additional 
level of assurance that 
drinking water is being 
protected at the source” 
that the Ministry indicates 
is the rationale for the 
proposed regulation.  
Furthermore, this proposal 
could have the unintended 
consequence of politicizing 
an already challenging 
science based process for 
new municipal water 
supply approval.   

Water 
Services 

http://www.ebr.gov.on.ca/ERS-WEB-
External/displaynoticecontent.do?no
ticeId=MTMzOTUx&statusId=MjAzNz
Uy&language=en 
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municipality be removed as 
a requirement to achieving 
Ministry approval to 
commission a new water 
source. 
 
This position will be articulated 
in the response to the ER 
posting and expressed during 
the public consultation. 
 
UPDATE – JANUARY 19, 
2018 
 
The Province has scheduled 
open houses.  Details are as 
follows: 
• Barrie - Wednesday, 

January 31, 2018, 5:30-
8:00pm  
Southshore Community 
Centre, 205 Lakeshore 
Drive 

• Guelph - Tuesday, 
February 6, 2018, 5:30-
8:00pm  
Italian Canadian Club, 135 
Ferguson Street 

• Orangeville - Thursday, 
February 8, 2018, 5:30-
8:00pm 
Tony Rose Memorial Sports 
Centre, 6 Northmen Way 

• Alliston - Thursday, 
February 15, 2018, 5:30-
8:00pm 
Alliston Memorial Arena, 49 
Nelson Street West 

• Brantford - Tuesday, 
February 20, 2018, 6:00-
8:30pm  
Branlyn Community Centre, 
238 Brantwood Park Road 

• Kitchener - Thursday, 
February 22, 2018, 5:30-
8:00pm  
Tannery Event Centre, 151 
Charles Street West 
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Provincial/Federal Consultation Alert 
Title Ministry Consultation 

Deadline 
Summary Proposed Form 

of Input 
Rationale Lead Link to Ministry Website 

EBR Registry 
Number: 013-
2016 
 
Proposed 
Methodology for 
Land Needs 
Assessment for 
the Greater 
Golden 
Horseshoe 

Ministry of 
Municipal 
Affairs 

February 28, 
2018 

To implement the Growth Plan for the 
Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2017, The 
City of Guelph will be required to use a 
standard provincially-developed 
process, known as a land needs 
assessment, to calculate the amount of 
land needed to meet the 2041 growth 
forecasts of Places to Grow. This 
process will help ensure municipalities 
are using land efficiently and in 
accordance with provincial forecasts 
and targets.  
 
The Ministry of Municipal Affairs is 
seeking feedback on a draft approach 
that was released on December 19th, 
2017. Once submissions and comments 
are received and considered, the 
province will establish a final land 
needs assessment methodology.  
 
The final methodology will be used by 
municipalities to determine the amount 
of land needed to accommodate future 
growth. It will inform decisions about 
whether to expand the boundary of 
urban areas (settlement area boundary 
expansion), or whether sufficient or 
excess land are identified.  
 
The results of that land needs 
assessment will then be used to inform 
the work of municipalities in applying 
the policies of the Growth Plan to 
update their own official plans. This is 
known as the municipal comprehensive 
review process. 

A staff level 
written 
submission to 
the Ministry of 
Municipal Affairs. 
 
Staff comments 
will be provided 
to Council via 
the Information 
Package 
following the 
consultation 
deadline. 

The province is 
seeking input into a 
technical land use 
planning process 
that will determine 
the land needs to 
accommodate the 
Growth Plan’s 
forecast population 
and employment to 
the year 2041.  A 
staff level response 
will provide the 
appropriate technical 
feedback to the 
Ministry of Municipal 
Affairs. 

Policy 
Planning and 
Urban 
Design staff,  
Planning, 
Urban 
Design and 
Building 
Services 
 

EBR: 013-2016 
 
http://www.ebr.gov.on.ca/ERS-WEB-
External/displaynoticecontent.do?noticeId=MTM0MjQ4
&statusId=MjA0MjI3&language=en 
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Provincial/Federal Consultation Alert 
Title Ministry Consultation 

Deadline 
Summary Proposed Form of 

Input 
Rationale Lead Link to Ministry Website 

Guideline on 
Community 
Emissions 
Reduction 
Planning 

Ministry of the 
Environment 
and Climate 
Change 
 

 March 4, 
2018 

The Ministry is seeking feedback 
on a draft Guideline, which will 
help municipalities to complete 
greenhouse gas inventories and 
develop community emissions 
reduction plans. This Guideline 
supports actions on climate 
change and Growth Plan policies. 
 
The purpose of the Guideline is 
two-fold: 
1. Provide implementation 

support to Growth Plan, 2017, 
policy 4.2.10 which requires 
municipalities in the Greater 
Golden Horseshoe to 
incorporate climate change 
policies in their municipal 
official plans and encourages 
them to complete greenhouse 
inventories, set targets, and 
develop emission reduction 
strategies; and, 

2. Support municipalities in 
conducting community energy 
and emissions planning under 
the Municipal Action Plan 
Program (name and program 
details still being developed) 
under the Five-Year Climate 
Change Action Plan. 

Staff to provide 
written comments to 
the MOECC prior to 
the deadline.   
 
Staff comments will 
be provided to 
Council via the 
Information Package 
following the 
consultation 
deadline. 

City staff want to 
ensure the 
Community Energy 
Initiative is in 
compliance with the 
guideline, along with 
the Official Plan and 
any other relevant 
policies and plans. 
Compliance may be 
an eligibility 
requirement for new 
funding programs 
disbursing the 
proceeds from the 
Cap and Trade 
system. 

Climate 
Change 
Office – 
support 
from 
Planning 

http://www.ebr.gov.on.ca/ERS-WEB-
External/displaynoticecontent.do?noticeId=MTM
0MjUy&statusId=MjA0MjMy&language=en 

 



Provincial/Federal Consultation Alert 
Title Ministry Consultation 

Deadline 
Summary Proposed Form of Input Rationale Lead Link to Ministry Website 

Proposed 
places of 
use 
regulations 
under the 
Cannabis 
Act, 2017  

Ministry of 
the 
Attorney 
General’s 
Office 

March 5, 
2018 

The Ministry of the Attorney 
General will be setting 
regulations regarding 
places of use for both 
recreational and medical 
marijuana.   
 
Staff intend to respond 
back to the Ministry of 
Finance and the Attorney 
General’s office with 
respect to the one 
approach being considered 
by the Ministry of the 
Attorney General’s office 
specially the option to 
permit licensed and 
regulated cannabis 
consumption lounges and 
venues. 

Staff will comment 
through the Ministry’s 
on-line survey form on 
the Ontario’s Regulatory 
Review site. 
 
Staff will also provide an 
update on this item and 
a number of other items 
with respect to 
recreational marijuana 
through a Council 
Information Report. 

Through business 
licensing the City 
currently regulates 
a number of 
businesses and 
establishments 
including 
restaurants and 
other 
establishments. 

Operations 
Department 

http://www.ontariocanada.com/registry/view.do?posting
Id=26449&language=en# 
 

Changes to 
the Smoke 
Free Ontario 
Act 

Ministry of 
Health 
and Long-
Term Care 

March 3, 
2018 

The Ministry of Health and 
Long-Term Care will be 
updating the Smoke Free 
Act to regulate tobacco, 
vapour products and 
marijuana use. 

Staff will provide 
comments to the 
Ministry by email.   
 
Staff will also provide an 
update on this item and 
a number of other items 
with respect to 
recreational marijuana 
through a Council 
Information Report. 

Bylaw staff are 
often called upon 
to assist with 
compliance with 
the Ontario Smoke 
Free Act. 

Operations 
Department 

http://www.ontariocanada.com/registry/view.
do?postingId=26469&language=en 
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Provincial/Federal Consultation Alert 
Title Ministry Consultation 

Deadline 
Summary Proposed Form of Input Rationale Lead Link to Ministry Website 

 Protecting 
Water for Future 
Generations: 
Growing the 
Greenbelt in the 
Outer Ring 

 Ministry 
of 
Municipal 
Affairs 
(MMA) 

 March 7, 
2018 

The Province is seeking input on a 
study area for potential Greenbelt 
expansion to protect water resources 
in the outer ring of the Greater Golden 
Horseshoe (GGH).  
 
The study area is based on locations 
with high concentrations of important 
water features under pressure from 
current or forecasted urban 
development.  
 
The focus of this consultation is to 
seek input on:  
• The province’s approach to 

identifying moraines, coldwater 
streams and wetlands as important 
features for protecting water in the 
outer ring of the Greater Golden 
Horseshoe  

• The process followed for mapping a 
study area based on the locations 
of these features  

• Other factors to be considered 
when mapping a proposed 
Greenbelt boundary, such as 
accommodating forecasted 
population and employment 
growth, and other provincial 
interests including agriculture, 
natural heritage, mineral 
aggregates and infrastructure, and 
any other local considerations. 
 

The province has identified seven 
features and areas within their study 
area.   
 
Guelph is identified within the 
Province’s study area.   
 
Natural heritage features and water 
resource areas that support the City’s 
drinking water supply are adjacent to 
the City and may also be considered 

 A report to Council is 
scheduled for February 26, 
2018 in order to endorse 
the City’s comments.  
 
Community consultation 
can take place directly with 
Province via submission of 
comments through the 
EBR and/or through 
attendance at a public 
session.  

 Public consultation 
process is being led by 
the Province. 
 
The council report will 
provide formal City 
comments from a 
corporate/ technical 
planning perspective.  
 
The Province is seeking 
public input from all 
stakeholders directly 
through the EBR 
posting and public 
consultations that will 
be held in late January 
– February of 2018. 
 
Council can 
encourage members 
of the public to 
participate by 
submitting 
comments to the 
Province directly. 
 
 
 

 Planning 
Policy and 
Urban Design 
 
With input 
from 
Engineering 
and Capital 
Infrastructure
- Source 
Water 
Protection & 
Services and 
Water 
Services 

http://www.ebr.gov.on.ca/ERS-WEB-
External/displaynoticecontent.do?noti
ceId=MTMzNzcz&statusId=MjAzNDU4
&language=en 
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Provincial/Federal Consultation Alert 
Title Ministry Consultation 

Deadline 
Summary Proposed Form of Input Rationale Lead Link to Ministry Website 

through  the review, along with the 
City’s river corridors.   
 
There may also be implications 
effecting the City’s long term growth 
management.  
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City Hall 
1 Carden St 
Guelph, ON 

Canada 
N1H 3A1 

 
T 519-822-1260 

TTY 519-826-9771 
 

guelph.ca 

February 1, 2018 
 
 
Laurie Miller 
Director 
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing 
Local Government and Planning Policy Division 
Provincial Planning Policy Branch 
777 Bay Street, Floor 13 
Toronto Ontario M5G 2E5  
 
 
Dear Ms. Miller: 
 
 
RE: EBR Registry Number 013-1977 

Regulation Proposal Notice:  Proposed Regulation under 
the Planning Act Related to Inclusionary Zoning  

 
The following comments are in response to the Minister’s invitation for 
further dialogue on Ontario’s Environmental Bill of Rights Registry No. 
013-1977, Proposed Regulation under the Planning Act Related to 
Inclusionary Zoning. 
  
The City of Guelph remains supportive of the Province introducing 
additional tools to assist with the creation of affordable housing. Staff 
comments were provided to the Province on August 17, 2016 in 
response to the Province’s Inclusionary Zoning Discussion Guide 
showing this support along with responses to the questions asked in 
the discussion guide regarding future possible regulatory proposals to 
support inclusionary zoning. Since then the City’s Affordable Housing 
Strategy has been approved in full by Council on July 24, 2017. The 
comments below provide a brief overview of the City’s Affordable 
Housing Strategy and comments on the proposed regulatory content in 
light of the City’s strategy. 
 
Guelph’s Affordable Housing Strategy 
The City has developed an Affordable Housing Strategy that builds on 
the work of the City’s Official Plan and the 10-year Housing and 
Homelessness Plan led by Wellington County as the Service Manager 
for social housing and homelessness programs. The Affordable Housing 
Strategy includes strategic actions that support the city-wide 30 per 
cent annual affordable housing target (25 per cent ownership, 1 per 
cent affordable primary rental and 4 per cent affordable secondary 
rental) and address affordable housing issues in the private market. 
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The affordable housing issues identified for Guelph include: 
• There are not enough small units to rent or buy to meet the 

affordability needs of all smaller households.  
• A lack of available primary rental supply makes it difficult for 

people to find affordable rental housing.  
• The secondary rental market provides choice of affordable 

dwelling types but the supply is not as secure as the primary 
rental market.  

 
The City has also approved an Affordable Housing Financial Incentives 
Program Framework that is meant to have an impactful influence on 
the creation of permanent affordable housing and address the key 
identified housing issues from the Affordable Housing Strategy. The 
affordable housing strategy and financial incentives program 
framework recognized that financial incentives were one of the most 
impactful means of supporting the development of both affordable 
primary rental housing units and purpose built secondary rental 
housing units, with priority given to primary rental units. The program 
framework proposed a maximum amount of $70,000 per unit applied 
on a project basis in consideration of other funding sources (e.g. other 
government funding). The proposed maximum amount was based on 
pro forma work completed in 2016 that demonstrated that $60,000 to 
$80,000 per unit was required to assist with the creation of affordable 
rental housing in Guelph. At this time Council has not approved a 
sustainable funding model to support affordable housing financial 
incentives and this could be a challenge given competing municipal 
financial priorities. 
 
Prescribed Official Plan Policies 
City staff are supportive of requiring official plan policies to include 
provisions regarding the size of developments, locations, range of 
household incomes and approach to setting an average market price. 
These provisions will help with consistency across municipalities while 
still allowing each municipality to align the provisions to local 
situations and strategic documents. Provincial guidance materials on 
the approach to setting average market price would further support 
consistency amongst municipalities. Flexibility is needed for how the 
range of household incomes, for which inclusionary zoning by-laws 
could provide for affordable housing units, is referenced in an official 
plan, e.g. referring to an income percentile and not necessarily an 
actual household income number that would likely change annually. 
However the City is concerned with the twenty unit minimum threshold 
for the application of inclusionary zoning. Opportunities could be 
missed where a smaller municipality may have smaller developments 
or there are multiple smaller phases on a large development. 
 
Municipal Assessment Report 
City staff support the concept of requiring a municipal assessment 
report to be prepared prior to adopting official plan policies authorizing 
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inclusionary zoning. However some of the requested data regarding 
projected trends for housing needs would be challenging and resource 
intensive to compile, especially for smaller municipalities who don’t 
have access to some information that is gathered for larger centres. 
Clarity is required regarding the need to include anticipated household 
income. The City of Guelph does not forecast household incomes. 
However the City would be able to monitor household incomes and 
determine the household income ranges targeted for market housing 
assistance. 
 
Provisions Required in Inclusionary Zoning By-laws 
The treatment of the five and ten percent as a maximum is 
questioned. City staff support a minimum five percent unit set aside 
and a ten percent set aside in high density transit-station areas, to 
ensure a minimum standard is consistently applied by municipalities. 
However municipalities should have greater flexibility in establishing a 
higher percent if they choose to support inclusionary zoning especially 
since many municipalities, including Guelph, have overall affordable 
housing targets that are substantially higher than 5 and 10 percent. A 
minimum 20 year affordability period with a 30 year maximum from 
the date of its first occupancy is supported. 
 
City staff question a highly prescribed mandatory municipal financial 
contribution. A 40 percent mandatory municipal contribution does not 
recognize housing cost variances across municipalities and housing 
types. Pro forma work was completed for the City in 2016 to 
determine the price gap between market housing costs and affordable 
housing costs by housing type and tenure. According to the pro forma 
work some forms of ownership housing did not need financial 
assistance and single detached dwellings needed a 30 percent financial 
contribution. In comparison most forms of rental housing required a 
financial subsidy to meet affordable housing rates ranging from 13 
percent for a one bedroom up to 42 percent for a three bedroom unit. 
The inclusion of a variety of means of satisfying the financial 
contribution is helpful to provide some flexibility, e.g. fee, 
development charge and parking reductions. At this time City staff 
cannot comment on the willingness of municipal Council to provide a 
40 percent level of financial assistance or the use of alternative 
financial offsets. As noted earlier Council has not approved a 
sustainable funding model to support affordable housing financial 
incentives and this could be a challenge given competing municipal 
financial priorities. 
 
The rationale behind not applying the requirement for a municipal 
financial contribution for development on land subject to a community 
planning permit system is questioned and may not be practical for 
smaller municipalities. Given the complexity and cost of establishing a 
community planning permit system, this is unlikely to be a significant 
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incentive for municipalities to establish a community planning permit 
system. 
  
Provisions Required in Inclusionary Zoning Agreements – Share 
of Proceeds Related to Equity 
City staff appreciate the details provided regarding agreement 
requirements to ensure that the public investment made in affordable 
housing obtained through inclusionary zoning are protected. Linking 
the percent of equity that goes to the municipality to the ownership 
period appears reasonable. However this adds an administrative 
burden and complexity to the use of inclusionary zoning especially for 
municipalities without the governance structure to deliver a suite of 
affordable housing programs such as a service manager. 
 
Reporting by Council of a Municipality 
Requiring municipal reporting every two years from the date of 
passing of the first inclusionary zoning by-law appears reasonable and 
would allow comparisons to be made amongst municipalities and data 
to be integrated. 
 
Restrictions on Off-site 
City staff agree with the principle of restricting off-site inclusionary 
zoning units. In most cases affordable units should be provided 
directly on site. Providing some flexibility to meet requirements off-site 
could help with the nature of unique situations. The proximity, zoning, 
timing of occupancy, double counting and 50 percent unit limitation 
help to limit the potential abuse of off-site options. 
 
Restrictions on Use of s.37 
City staff agree that affordable housing units should not be double 
counted under the inclusionary zoning regulations and  the community 
benefits under s. 37. Municipalities need access to both tools and the 
flexibility to determine which tool to use to support the creation of 
affordable housing units.  
 
Developments or Redevelopments 
One of the biggest obstacles to effectively use inclusionary zoning to 
address affordable housing issues in the City of Guelph, is exempting 
its application to purpose built residential rental units. As noted above, 
the City’s Affordable Housing Strategy identified the lack of available 
primary rental supply rental housing as a key issue. In addition the 
affordable housing strategy and financial incentives program 
framework recognized that financial incentives would be important to 
support the development of both affordable primary rental housing 
units and purpose built secondary rental housing units, with priority 
given to primary rental units. Financial incentives were not identified 
as being needed at this time for the City to meet its affordable 
ownership target.  
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The exemption provided to a non-profit housing provider is reasonable. 
City staff agree that exempting building and planning applications in 
process prior to Council adoption of an official plan policy authorizing 
inclusionary zoning is appropriate. 
 
Community Planning Permit System 
City staff have no comment regarding amendments to permit 
inclusionary zoning to be implemented within a community planning 
permit system. 
 
Administrative Requirements 
City staff are concerned with the onerous administrative requirements 
under the proposed regulations especially for a smaller municipality 
that does not have the resources or access to data available to a larger 
municipality that may already have the governance structure 
established to deliver a suite of affordable housing programs. The 
administrative complexity applies to establishing an inclusionary 
zoning by-law, implementing agreements and monitoring. 
 
CONCLUSION 
The City asks that these comments and recommendations be taken 
into consideration in finalizing the Inclusionary Zoning regulation under 
the Planning Act.  Fundamentally, the City is concerned with 
exempting the application of inclusionary zoning to primary rental 
housing units given the affordable housing issues identified in the City 
through the Affordable Housing Strategy. In addition the requirements 
of implementing inclusionary zoning, including the mandated municipal 
financial contribution and administrative complexity, are onerous given 
the potential community benefit. Exempting development on land 
subject to a Community Planning Permit System from the municipal 
financial contribution requirement is not helpful and may not be 
practical for smaller municipalities. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Joan Jylanne, Senior Policy Planner 
Policy Planning and Urban Design,  
Planning Urban Design and Building Services 
Guelph City Hall 
 
T 519-837-5616 x 2519 
F 519-837-5640 
E joan.jylanne@guelph.ca 
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C     Scott Stewart, Deputy CAO 
       Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise 
       City of Guelph  
 
       Todd Salter, General Manager 
       Planning, Urban Design and Building Services 
       City of Guelph  
 
       Melissa Aldunate, Manager 
       Policy Planning and Urban Design 
       City of Guelph 
        
       Bill Mauro 
       The Honourable Minister of 
       Municipal Affairs  
 

 Chris Ballard 
       The Honourable Minister  
       of Housing 
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