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INTRODUCTION

This hearing relates to the referral of objections from the City of Winnipeg (the
“City”) to the Municipal Board (the “Board”) regarding the City’s By-law No.
36/2025 (the “Proposed By-law”). The Proposed By-law seeks to approve the
subdivision of land, and to amend Downtown Winnipeg Zoning By-law No.
100/2004 (the “Zoning By-law”) to re-zone land located at 22 Granite Wayin
the City Centre Community (the “Subject Property”) pursuant to Development
Application No. DASZ 46/2024 (the “Development Application’).

The DevelopmentApplication seeks to subdivide the Subject Property into two
parcels as follows (the “Proposed Subdivision’):

ProposedLot 1: 39,390.4 square feet (“Lot 1”).

ProposedLot 2: 19,923.6 squarefeet (“Lot 2”).

The Development Application also seeks to re-zone Lot 2 from “R” Riverbank
Sector to “C” Character Sector (the “Proposed Re-zoning’”). Lot 1 is to remain
“Riverbank Sector’.

The Subject Property is owned by the City and leased to the Granite Curling
Club (the “GCC”). With the authorization of the City, the Development

Application was madeby the Land Enhancement Administrator for the Housing
Accelerator Fund (the “HAF”) Team, Richard Mahé,for subdivision and zoning
approval.

As approving authority under The City of Winnipeg Charter (the “Charter’), City
Council (the “Council”) gave First Reading to the Proposed By-law on March

27, 2025. After giving notice, the City received sufficient objections to the
Proposed By-law and, in accordance with Section 236.1(7) of the Charter, the
objections were referred to the Board on April 28, 2025 (the “Referral’).

The Board held a public hearing to consider the Referral on August 26, August
27, August 28, September 8, September 9, and September 10, 2025 (the
“Hearing”) at the Norwood Community Centre in Winnipeg, Manitoba.

The Board notes that pursuant to Sections 236.1(6) and (7) of the Charter, the
Board’s jurisdiction on the Referral pertains to the re-zoning matter only. The
Board therefore will limit the scope of the Referral and its Report and
Recommendation to the Proposed Re-zoning under Section 236.1(8) of the
Charter. While the Board refers to the Proposed Subdivision in the Report and
Recommendation to Council (the “Report and Recommendation’), it is for

context purposesonly.
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ISSUE
 

Whetherthe Board should recommend to Council to approve the Proposed By-
law, with or without conditions, or reject the Proposed By-law.

LEGISLATION

The following provisions of the Charter are relevant to these proceedings:

General Requirements

236 (1.1) A zoning by-law must be consistent with the developmentplan
by-law and any applicable secondary plan by-law.

Notice of first reading: sufficient objections

236.1(6) As soon aspracticable after a proposed zoning by-law is given
first reading under subclause (5)(b)(i), the city must give notice to every person

who madesubmissionsat the hearing conducted by the designated committee
of council respecting the proposed by-law,stating that

(a) council has givenfirst reading to the proposed by-law; and
(b) any person who made submissions at the hearing respecting the

proposed by-law mayfile an objection, with stated reasons, with the
city within 14 days after the day the notice is given.

Referral to Municipal Board

236.1(7) If the city receives sufficient objections within 14 days after the

day the notice is given, the city must, before council gives second reading to
the proposed by-law, refer the proposed by-law to The Municipal Board.

Hearing by Municipal Board

236.1(8) If a proposed zoning by-law is referred to The Municipal Board,
the board must

(a) subject to subsection 24(3.2) of The Municipal Board Act, conduct a
hearing respecting the proposed by-law within 120 days after the by-
law being referredtoit;

(b) atleast 14 days before the hearing, give notice of a hearing respecting
the proposed by-law in accordance with clause 230(1)(a) (hearing by
Municipal Board), which applies, with necessary changes, and by
publishing a notice of the hearing on a website available to the public;
and

(c) within 60 days after conducting the hearing, submit a report, with
recommendations, to council in respect of the proposed by-law.
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Restrictions on adoption of by-law

236.1(9) Council must not pass a proposed zoning by-law that has been
referred to The Municipal Board unless the proposed by-law conforms to the
recommendationsthat the board has madein its report to council in respect of
the by-law.

BACKGROUND

The relevant backgroundof the Referral, with timeline,is as follows:

On August 30, 2024, the Development Application was made by Mr.
Mahé.
On or about November 14, 2024, the Development Application was
deemed complete and circulated to stakeholders.
On January 2, 2025, an administrative report was preparedby the City’s
Urban Planning and Design Division of the Planning, Property and
Development Department (the “Public Service”) with respect to the
Development Application (the “Administrative Report’).
The Public Service recommended the approval of the Proposed
Subdivision and Proposed Re-zoning subject to 12 recommendations
listed in the Administrative Report, to ensure the development meets the
City’s planning and development standards (the “Public Service
Recommendation’).
On February 6, 2025, the Development Application came before the
Standing Policy Committee on Property and Development(the “SPC”)
for public hearing (the “SPC Hearing”).
Dueto a tie vote at the SPC Hearing, the Development Application was
submitted to the Executive Policy Committee (the “EPC”) without
recommendation.
On February 18, 2025, the EPC concurred in the Public Service
Recommendation, with the following amendment, and submitted the
matter to Council:

Addthe following new Recommendation 4, and renumbering the
remaining recommendations accordingly:
4. That prior to the issuance of a developmentpermit, the Public

Service be directed to work with the proponent and the GCC,
to develop an adequate parking plan in order to support the
operational sustainability of the club, to the satisfaction of the
Director of Public Works and the Director of Planning,
Property and Development(the “Parking Plan”) (the “EPC
Recommendation”).

On February 27, 2025, Council concurred in and adopted the EPC
Recommendation.

On March27, 2025, Council gave First Reading to the Proposed By-law.
Notice was given to all persons who made submissions at the SPC
Hearing, and the City received sufficient objections to First Reading.
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On April 28, 2025, the City submitted the Referral to the Board.

SUBMISSIONS AND EVIDENCE

TheCity:

Daniel Iskierski, Planner for the Public Service, made the following submission:

He authored the Administrative Report.
Included in the Administrative Report is the Report of the Administrative
Coordinating Group dated December 16, 2024 (the “ACG Report’).

Neither Report is binding on Council.
The Development Application seeks to subdivide the Subject Property
into two parcels:

o Lot 1 would retain the existing “R” Riverbank Sector zoning and
would continue to operate as the GCC with its curling club
building (the “Club Building”) and eastern surface parking lot (the
“East Parking Lot’).

o Lot 2, the western surface parking lot (the “West Parking Lot”),
would be re-zoned to “C” Character Sector.

Theintention is to facilitate the development of affordable housing on
Lot 2.

A letter of intent was included in the Development Application (the
“Letter of Intent”).

A letter of intent is a high-level outline of a proposed development.

The Letter of Intent describes the proposed development, in part, as
follows:

o TheCity is partnering with the University of Winnipeg Community
Renewal Corporation (the “UWCRC 2.0”) to develop a unique
residential development in the heart of the Downtown. The City
will be re-zoning and subdividing the parking lot adjacent to the

GCCabutting the Colony Street right-of-way to the Community
Sector zoning district. The UWCRC 2.0 is proposing a 123-foot-
tall residential multi-unit building with 110 residential units. 56

units (51%) will meet the HAF Program’sdefinition of affordability
(the “Proposed Development”).

Furtherdetails of the Proposed Developmentare, in part, as follows:
o The gross building is approximately 94,000 square feet and the

net rentable square footage is approximately 77,000 squarefeet.
There will be 35 parking spaces at grade, including two spaces

that are accessible parking spaces. 15 of the at-grade parking
spaces will be located underneath the proposed building. The
parking spaceswill be shared with the GCC.A private agreement

will be put in place between the two parties to ensure parking
spaceswill be shared in a mannerthat meets the needs to both
the residential building and the GCC.In discussions with Public
Works, and Water and Waste, it was decided that a new
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approach would be needed from Granite Way. Originally, we had
wanted to take advantage of the current approach along the
Colony Street right-of-way, but in discussions with those
departments it was determined that using the existing approach
wasnotviable.
The City will be leading the re-zoning and subdivision of the
property. The City will then enter into a new lease agreementwith
UWCRC2.0 based upon a similar lease arrangement with the
City for Marketlands across from City Hall. The City will also
renewthe lease with the GCC operators.

e The following backgroundis relevantto this matter:
Oo OnJuly 13, 2023, Council approved a Motion to support the HAF

application to the Government of Canada (“Canada”), which
included creating a Land Enhancement Office (the
“EnhancementOffice”) underthe direction of a HAF Manager, as
amended on November 23, 2023, with additional zoning
requirements.

The HAF Office wasto identify surplus City-ownedland that could
be leased or sold to affordable housing developers/providers
and, if required, prepare land by ensuring proper subdivision and
zoning tofacilitate future development.
On December5, 2023, Canada through the Canada Mortgage
and Housing Corporation (the “CMHC”) entered into an
agreementwith the City for $122.4 million in federal funding from
the HAF. This funding is based on the City achieving 3,166 net
new building permitted housing units and 14,101 in total
(including 10,935 units projected to be permitted with HAF) over
the next three years. One of the key actions in the HAF
application was the creation of the EnhancementOffice.
The Enhancement Office’s mandate is to support the
developmentofaffordable, supportive and mixed income housing
on City-owned land. This initiative focuses on making land
available to non-profit, supportive, and Indigenous housing

providers to create affordable housing. The office was created to
identify, acquire, consolidate, and rezonesites for higher density
residential development.

On September 26, 2024, Council approved CentrePlan 2050 as
the City’s Secondary Plan for Downtown Winnipeg (the
“CentrePlan’).

CentrePlan contains direction relating to overall downtown
development and includes an Action Item related to development
of the surface parkinglot on the westside of the Subject Property,
the West Parking Lot.

On September 26, 2024, Council passed a motion that
designated several parcels of City-owned land aspriorities for
affordable housing developmentincluding the West Parking Lot.
By-law No. 104/2020, the City’s Development Procedures By-law
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(the “DP By-law’), sets out the procedures for the processing and
approval of developmentapplications.

o The DP By-law was amendedin 2024,in part,to:
" Add a definition of “HAF” which means the CMHC’s

Housing Accelerator Fund Program (the “HAF Program’).
" Delete the “pre-application” definition and process.
"Add the authority of the Director of the City’s Planning,

Property and Development Department(the “Director of
Planning’) as follows:

Section 3(6) provides in part: “...to determine a

form and submission requirements for development
applications initiated by the City that are different
from the form and submission requirements for
developmentapplications submitted by applicants
other than the City.

e The City has spoken with the GCC about the impact of the Proposed
Development on the West Parking Lot and has looked at options to
address the GCC’s parking concerns.

e Details relating to private parking agreements are nottypically included
or required in a Development Application or Letter of Intent.

e These types of matters are required in latter stages of the development
process for variance applications, conditional use applications and
development permits.

e Itis premature to discuss parking plans as the DevelopmentApplication
is at the subdivision and re-zoning stage, whichis thefirst stage of the
planning and developmentprocess(the “First Stage”).

e Private parking arrangements, and matterslike flood proofing, riverbank
stability requirements, and Building and Fire Code requirements are
addressed after the approvalsin the First Stage.

e The Administrative Report recommendsthe approval of the Proposed
Subdivision and Proposed Re-zoning as they meetthe objectivesin:

o Our Winnipeg 2045, the City’s official Development Plan (“Our
Winnipeg’).

o Complete Communities Direction Strategy 2.0, the City’s
Secondary Plan (“Complete Communities”).
CentrePlan.
Winnipeg Climate Action Plan.
Winnipeg Poverty Reduction Strategy.
The Zoning By-law.

e The Administrative Report points to the following:

o
0
o
o
0
o
0
o
°
0

1) OUR WINNIPEG POLICY ALIGNMENT

Our Winnipeg 2045 Goal: City Building

Objective 1: Responsibly plan, prioritize and accommodate
growth in areas that best support Complete Communities
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principles, to achieve this Plan's sustainable development
goals.

o Facilitate growth and changestrategically within Winnipeg's
unique transformative areas and established neighbourhoods, to
enhance the ability of the urban environment to contribute
towardsthis Plan’s goals.

Objective 2: Integrate resilient land use, transportation and
infrastructure planning, and investments.

o Ensurethatland use,transportation, andinfrastructure planning
are aligned to provide the conditions for compact, complete and
connected communities, supported by sustainable transportation
options and municipalinfrastructure capacity.

Objective 3: Facilitate development opportunities that
complete established communities, and plan new communities
as complete and connectedfrom theoutset.

o New and existing communities are complete when they
demonstrate: universally designed environments; mixed income
neighbourhoods; a continuum of housing types; multi-modal
connections within and to elsewhere in the city; heritage
conservation; opportunities for physical activity, social
interaction, and accessto health food, daily needs, employment,
education, recreation, and greeninfrastructure.

Applicable Policies for Downtown

6.6 Intensification Target

o Achieve the intensification target by making development in
intensification target areas easier and more desirable and
predictable, as directed by Complete Communities.

6.15 Transformative Areas

o Designate Downtown, Corridors, mixed Use Centres, Major
Redevelopment Sites and New Communities as Transformative
Areas within the Urban Structure in Complete Communities,
representing lands that provide the best opportunities to
accommodatesignificant growth and change.

6.17 Downtown Economic Investment

o Support developmentthat reflects the Downtown's designation
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2)

3)

4)

as a Transformative Area and preeminent complete community,
as detailed in Complete Communities.

6.18 Downtown Economic Investment

o Facilitate the intensification of Downtown commercial and office
uses, innovation, and local enterprises that promote the
Downtownasa primary location for economic activity.

6.19 Downtown Economic Investment

o Facilitate the intensification of Downtown residential
development that supports the diversity of housing needs, and
builds on the character of existing Downtown districts and
destinations.

WINNIPEG CLIMATE ACTION PLAN ALIGNMENT

Strategic Opportunity #4: Facilitate Compact, Complete
Development and Increase Density

e Key Direction 4.1: Increase strategic infill development that
provides access to and capitalizes on existing and planned
corridors with frequenttransit service.

e Key Direction 4.2: Ensure new areas of growth are designed
according to the principles of Complete Communities.

WINNIPEG POVERTY REDUCTION STRATEGY ALIGNMENT

The Proposed Subdivision and Proposed Re-zoning would allow the
City to lease or sell the Subject Property to an affordable housing

developerto provide affordable housing asperthecriteria set out by
the CMHCorthe Province of Manitoba.

COMPLETE COMMUNITIES

Section B1. General Growth

Goal 2 - Encouragestrategic intensification

Setting an intensification target

2.1 Aim for a minimum of 50% ofall new dwelling units to be located
in the intensification target area.

2.2 Aim to establish a minimum of 350 new dwelling units per year
in the downtown each year until 2030, and 500 dwelling units per
year after 2030.



THE MUNICIPAL BOARD OF MANITOBA
Report No. D-25-006
File No. 25D2A-0001 Page 10

5)

Section C1. Downtown

Goal 2 - Reinforce downtown as the primary focus for economic
activity through residential, commercial, and office intensification.

Vacant and underutilized properties

2.2 Facilitate the redevelopment of vacant or underutilized

properties, such as surface parking lots, to support increased
residential and mixed-use development, when servicing allows, to
achieve a sustainable, inclusive and vibrant Downtown.

Goal 4 - Ensure land use decisions reduce the impact of automobile
use to enhancethe pedestrian experience downtown.

Strategic surface parking

4.1 Reduce the number of surface parking lots Downtown, and
discourage the creation and expansion of standalone surface
parking lots, particularly in areas with high pedestrian activity, in
accordancewith the downtown parking strategy.

Goal 5 - Facilitate an amenity rich, enjoyable, and beautiful urban
environment that contributes to a high quality oflife, to reflect
downtown's importance as the city's preeminent complete
community.

Supporting residential growth

5.7 Encourage development with uses and amenities that support
the downtown residential population.

CENTREPLAN

1.1 Goal: Embrace and elevate downtown's unique neighbourhoods
and districts.

Legislature and University of Winnipeg

1.1.20 Explore the feasibility of redeveloping the surface parking lot
next to the granite curling club to include both market and non-
market housing that supports club operations and/or building
maintenance.

1.2 Goal: Play leadership role in Downtown housing.

1.2.11 Help non-market and Indigenous housing providers overcome
hurdles to developing adaptable no barrier, transitional, supportive,
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and social housing. This could include assistance with downtown
land or building assembly, streamlining developmentand permitting
processis, and/or developmentincentives.

3.2 Goal: Ensure public spaces meet needsof a growing residential
population.

3.2.8 The City shall look for opportunities (including existing rights of
way, surface parkinglots, derelict properties, and land acquisition) to
develop new parks.

6) The Zoning By-law

“R” Riverbank Sector is intended primarily for the use and
enjoyment of the public with uses supportive of and accessory to
continuous linear Parkway and public gathering nodes being
encouraged. This sector permits public or private developmentthat
is integrated with the functions of public space, such as accessory
restaurants, retail, or services. It also accommodates public
recreation and entertainment uses such as recreation centres,
performance venues,galleries or museums.

“C” Character Sectoris intended to encourage a compatible, fine-
grained mix of uses rather than a separation of uses in these diverse
areas. The built form is key in this sector, more specifically for this
site, relating to the monumental Tyndall stone buildings near the
legislative buildings. This sector permits residential development,
and the maximum building heightis limited to 100 feet.

e The Public Service recommends the approval of the Proposed

Subdivision and Proposed Re-zoningfor the following reasons:
o Housing on Lot 2 will help achieve residential intensification

targets.

o Itspecifically relates to CentrePlan’s intent to redevelop the West
Parking Lot.

o It ensures affordable housing options are integrated into the
Proposed Developmentwhich will contribute to the surrounding
neighbourhood and provide additional housing options.

o Any development will better utilize existing infrastructure
including the street network, public transit, water and wastewater
service capacity and city services suchaslibrary and recreation.

o Zoning that permits higher density housing is compatible with the
surrounding context, which includes a mixture of housing types

with higher residential densities.
o It aligns with HAF goals to increase housing availability including

affordable units, with a focus on downtown, as well as the
Enhancement Office’s mandate to support the development of
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affordable, supportive and mixed income housing on City-owned
land.
While it does not advancepolicies related to public space and
riverbank acquisition, this is an area with significant open space.
The Subject Property is located in a transitional area between
Downtownand the West Broadway neighbourhoodsand housing
will provide a 24-hour presence to enhancesafety and vibrancy.
If it remained “R” Riverbank Sectorit is unlikely to become public
park space but would remain as a substandard surface parking
lot.

Given the surrounding context of lower rise buildings with
historical significance and adjacency to the West Broadway
neighbourhood, which is outside the Downtown boundaries, the
“C” Character Sector is the most appropriate zoning district for
Lot 2 to enable the sale or lease to an affordable housing
developerto developit for housing.

e With respect to the Parking Plan,it directs that, prior to the issuance of
a development permit, the Public Service work with the GCC to develop
an adequate parking plan to support the operational sustainability of the
GCC.

e It sets out what needs to occurprior to the issuance of a development
permit. It does not require that the Parking Plan bein place prior to the
approval of the Proposed Subdivision and Proposed Re-zoning.It is
prematureat the First Stage.

e In responseto a report prepared by John Scott Wintrup (the “Wintrup
Report”), regarding alleged outstanding issues and information in the
planning process, Mr. Iskierski advised as follows:

O° Floodproofing: Will be addressed after the First Stage at the
Wastewater Permit Stage.
RiverbankStabilization: Will be addressed after the First Stage at
the Waterway Permit Stage.
Building and Fire Code: Building and trade permits will be
addressedafter the First Stage at the Building Permit Stage.
Arborist Report: Although this can be required at the First Stage,
there is only one tree on Proposed Lot 2 so there is no concern.
Building Elevations and Legislative Control Zone: Will be
addressedafterthe First Stage at the Development Permit Stage.
Variances and a Conditional Use Permit may be required at that
time.

Floor Plans: Will be addressed after the First Stage.
Formal Proposed Plan of Subdivision: The requirement that a
licensed surveyorformalizes a Plan of Subdivision is forthcoming.
Rigorous Planning Engagement: This is a voluntary process and
not required. There was public engagement which will be
addressed in Mr. Mahé’s submission.
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Mr. Mahé, Land Enhancement Administrator for the HAF Team, made the
following submission:

The purposeof the National Housing Program is to increase the housing
supply in Canadiancities.
The City is to receive annual installments to create 14,101 units
(approved permits) by December 2026. This will also include 931
affordable housing units (permits).
The goalof the EnhancementOffice is to create a housing supply at an
accelerated pace byfacilitating development of affordable, supportive
and mixed incomehousing on City-ownedlands; andidentifying “surplus
lands”, which come in a variety of locations and sizes, suitable for
different housing needs.
The City is in a housing crisis and needs more affordable housing in
downtown Winnipeg.This is driving a lot of the City’s action.
Council has identified the Subject Property as a priority site for
affordable housing under the HAF.

The locationis ideal for residential development, and is within walking
distance of multiple shopping districts, park space, and frequenttransit
services.
The City is the owner of the Subject Property, the GCCis the tenant,
and UWCRC2.0 is the proposed developer.

He prepared and submitted the Development Application, on behalf of
the City.

The City will enter into Lease Agreements with the GCC and UWCRC
2.0 once the First Stage is complete.
Financing will also be finalized once the First Stage is complete.
Currently, there is no funding in place for the Proposed Development.

The fundamental question at the First Stage is: “Is there policy
justification to support the Proposed Subdivision and Proposed Re-
zoning for the intended use?”
Policy justification is found in the following:

o OurWinnipeg.
Complete Communities.
CentrePlan.
Climate Action Plan.
Poverty Reduction Strategy.
Downtownresidential development.
Downtownsurface parking repurposing.
Affordable housing development.
Residential development near high-frequencytransit.
Investmentin a heritage asset.

The Vision for the Subject Propertyis as follows:
Providing much needed housing downtown.
Long term affordability, including deeply affordable units.
City maintains ownership of riverbankland.
Preservation of a historical City asset which will provide greater

o
o
0
o
0
o
0
q
o
0
0
0

0
O°

o
o
o
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certainty in sustaining the GCC.
o Maintains East Parking Lot, and 15 stalls remain in the West

Parking Lot for the GCC.
o Building at this location could be a model for how City-owned

lands are used for affordable housing with high social impact.
e Hespecifically contacted UWCRC 2.0 becauseofits track record to

meetthe City's vision under narrow timelines.
e UWCRC 2.0 has an existing housing template which protected a

heritage building, the All-Saints Anglican Church(the “Church”), at 167
Colony Street.

e The housing project (the “West Broadway Commons Development”)
won the 2023 Heritage Conservation Award for protecting an existing
structure of high historic or architectural value.

e The West Broadway Commons Development provides financial
contributions ensuring sustainability of the Church.

e UWCRC 2.0 is a not-for-profit developer mandated to create and
maintain long term affordable housing on land leases and holds
preferred builder status with CMHC.

e UWCRC2.0 has a proventrack record in Downtown Winnipeg, including
the Subject Property's neighbourhood.

e Hefirst met with Christian Pierce, Secretary of the Board of the GCC,
on June 7, 2024. They coveredthefollowingtopics:

o The City would like to meet HAF requirements and particularly
the HAF targets of 611 units by December 2026.

o The Proposed Developmentwill ensure public ownership of key
downtownriverbank land and the continued sustainability of the
GCC.

o The Proposed Developmentwill protect a City-owned heritage
building in terms of building maintenance and riverbankstability.

o The Proposed Development, with mixed income housing, and a
significant portion of affordable housing units, will meet HAF
targets on City-owned lands.

e follow-up meeting occurred on July 8, 2024, at which representatives
of the City, UWCRC 2.0 and the GCC were in attendance. They
discussed, and provided,the following:

o The City would be making a Development Application and
needed to movequickly to apply for a HAFcapital incentive grant.

o Theparticipants supported UWCRC2.0 applying for such grant.
o Conceptualplans of the Proposed Developmentwere shared.

e UWCRC2.0 also shared pro forma information with GCCin a July 10,
2024, e-mail. Such information has never been shared with an external
group which showsthe City was acting in good faith.

e Another meeting took place on October 9, 2024,with representatives of
the City, the GCC and UWCRC2.0.The following occurred:

o The GCCraised parking concerns andtheir desire for clarity on
an annualheritage fund.

o Questions about the pro forma and site plan for the Proposed
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Development were posed.
o TheCity clarified it was exploring the feasibility of developing the

Subject Property including applications and studies.
The GCC asked: “If we object, will the City proceed?”
The City advised that the Subject Property wasnotforsale.
The City explained the urgencyof funding timelines.
The GCC advised ofits interest to have an equity stake in the
Proposed Development. The City followed up with Mr. Pierce to
determine whatequity the GCC could provide. UWCRC 2.0 was
copied on the e-mail. The GCC did not respond.

o While the City would appreciate the GCC's support for affordable
housing, the Proposed Development is not contingent on
support.

e On October 22, 2024, the City spoke to CanadaLife representatives,
the landowneracrossthe street from the Subject Property, who advised:

o They have a long-standing informal agreement to allow GCC
curlers to use their surface parking lot for free after hours on
evenings and weekends.

o Theyare not looking for revenue in association with sharing their
parking with the GCC.

o They would love to see housing on the Subject Property as more
peopleliving in the area will mitigate safety concerns.

e OnNovember7, 2024, the GCC provided a proposalto the City in which
the GCC would support the Development Application on various terms.
GCC’s request wasunrealistic as it sought an annual City subsidy in the
hundredsof thousandsofdollars.

e Although there was no requirement to do so, the City met with key
stakeholders including West BroadwayBiz, West Broadway Community
Organization, the GCC and Canada Life about the Development
Application. There was no Public Open House.

e To reiterate the development process, we are at the First Stage. The
goalis to get zoning rights in place prior to securing financing.

e Thereafter, applications for various permits including Development
Permits, Waterway Permits and addressing flood proofing requirements
will be advanced and secured bythe City.

e The Parking Plan must bein place prior to a DevelopmentPermit being
issued.

e Council’s approval of the Proposed Subdivision and Proposed Re-
zoning, with the Parking Plan Requirement, ensures a Development
Permit will not be issued, and the Proposed Development will not
proceed, until a Parking Planis in place.

e Through dialogue, he is hopeful a path forward to a parking solution will
be found.

e The final permitting stage involves an occupancy permit after which the
building may be occupied.

e The DP By-law was amended to minimize Development Application
submittal requirements for City-owned lands under the HAF Program.

oO
0:

0
©
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Gordon Chappell, Acting Manager, Real Estate and Land Development (the
“Real Estate Branch”) madethe following submission:

The City acquired the GCC throughtax sale in 1975.Priorto this time,
it was owned by the GCC.
On May4, 2009, the SPC approved the most-recent lease with the GCC
to lease the Subject Property, with a gross annualrent of $20,500 plus
GST,intended to representthe cost of annualrealty taxes.
Theinitial term of the lease wasfive years with an option to renewfor a
further five years upon expiration. The renewal term expired on
December31, 2019, and the GCC hasbeenin an overhold status since
(the “GCC Lease’).
In 2019, the GCC expressedinterest in purchasing the Subject Property.
On March 29, 2022, along with other leasehold properties in the City,
the City declared the Subject Property surplus. The City was looking for
waysto divestits leasehold portfolio.
On October 16, 2023, he wrote to a numberof tenants of City-owned
properties including the GCC,to inquire whether they had anyinterest
in purchasing the Subject Property and,if so, under what terms. The e-
mail stated: “The City seeks tenant feedback on a possible sale of your
location...”.
In late 2023, the GCC reiterated its desire to purchase the Subject
Property onthe following conditions:

o Purchaseprice of $1.
o No increasein property taxes.
o Insurance coverageto be provided bythe City.

On May 16, 2024, representatives of the Real Estate Branch, including
himself, met with representatives of the GCC to discuss the sale of the
Subject Property. He advised he would get an appraisal of the Subject
Property to determineaninitial sale price.
On July 16, 2024, Mr. Pierce wrote to him stating the GCC wasstill
interested in acquiring the Subject Property; and requesting the
appraisal.
On September 23, 2024, he notified the GCCthat the Subject Property
was no longeravailable for sale because an objection to the sale had
been received from aninternal stakeholder, the HAF Office.
Further discussions with the GCC regarding a sale were paused
pending discussions with the HAF Office.
In subsequent meetings between the GCC and the HAF Team,it was
reiterated that the Subject Property wasnotfor sale.
In those meetings, representatives of the GCC expressed the loss of
parking as a major concern and their desire for an equity stake in the
Proposed Development. The HAF Office indicated that any equity stake
discussion would have to be between the GCC and UWCRC2.0.
On November7, 2024, the City received an e-mail from the President of
the GCC, John Read, with an attachment “Proposal to the City of
Winnipeg: For Mutual Resolution in the Matter of Future Land
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Developmentat 1 Granite Way, Winnipeg’(the “Proposal”).
e The Proposal contained several terms that were never previously

discussed with the City. The scale of the request was concerning as the
GCC sought nearly $1 million in annual subsidies.

e On January 16, 2025, Bridget Peterson, Senior Property Managerat the
Real Estate Branch, e-mailed the GCC. The e-mail, which he reviewed
prior to it being sent, provides in part, “My understanding is Council
supports the residential use on a portion of the Granite property to
develop affordable housing. The result of this initiative impacts the
leased area thatwill remain for GCC’s ongoing use undera lease’.

e Ms. Peterson proposed termsfor a new long-term lease and indicated
that, as it would take time, the City plans to terminate the existing lease
and enter into a short-term use agreementfor the reduced lease area,
which excluded the West Parking Lot.

e A short-term use agreement(one year less a day) can be approved by
City Administration. Thereafter, there would be time to prepare a

lengthierlease, with the intention that it would have a 5-yearterm.
e In an e-mail dated January 22, 2025, he advised the GCC,in part, as

follows:
While the City would appreciate the Granite’s support for
affordable housing, the development of affordable housing on
site is not contingent upon a new lease with the Granite ortheir
support. The City would be pleased to provide more information
regarding the proposed leased terms and the opportunity to
create a capital fund at the Granite. There is no reason to delay
the public hearing as the Granite can be provided with aninterim
lease while the long-term lease is negotiated.

e On January 20, 2025, he provided the following details of possible terms
for a long-term lease with the GCC:

o 15 parkingstalls will be provided to the GCC in the West Parking
Lot.

o The GCC can do whatit likes with the parking stalls (rent them
out during the day, if necessary).

o The City is going to suggest that UWCRC2.0 pay a land rent of
$50,000 per year which will be deposited into a City account for
the creation of a GCC Capital Fund.

o UWCRC2.0 believes there could be more fundsto provide but
there remains a lot of moving pieces and funding commitments
to secure.

o The GCC should be aware that, because of the annual
contribution and the 15 stalls, UWCRC 2.0 is making a very slim
profit which may impactits affordability.

o The annual contribution will need to be reviewed at the end of 20
years to ensure that UWCRC 2.0 affordability targets can be
maintained.

o Capital funds will be accessed by the GCC similar to the Land
Dedication Reserve Fundprocess.
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oO Use ofthe fundsis intended to preservetheCity's asset.
o Funding requests to accessthe fundswill be madeto the Director

of Property to ensure the request meetspolicy guidelinesi.e. the
moneyis to be used for capital work at the GCC.

o The capital funding can accumulate but not gointo a deficit i.e.
there will be no overdraft and no ability to finance future costs.

e In addition to the above, he confirmed that he would be prepared to
recommend to Council to reduce the GCC’s annual rent from $20,500
to zero and to waive annualreal property taxes.

e The Real Estate Branch negotiates leasehold terms with potential
tenants and makes recommendations to the SPC,which hasjurisdiction
on land matters including leases and sales of property. SPCisthefinal
decision makerin these matters.

e Council is the final decision maker in Development Applications. They
are separate authorities, with Council having no authority to approve
lease terms.

e The land developmentprocessis within the jurisdiction of Council, while
the SPCis the decision-making authority on leasehold matters.

e Considering all of this, the annual benefit to the GCC would be:
o $50,000 - The GCC Capital Fund.
o $20,000 — Potential rent from 15 parking stalls in the West

Parking Lot.
o $20,500 - Reduction ofrent.
o (unknown)- Waiverof property taxes.

e Hefacilitated a meeting between himself, Canada Life representatives
and Mr. Pierce to discuss possible parking at CanadaLife.

e Ina letter dated August 6, 2025, CanadaLife confirmed that, while GCC
could continueto useits parking lot after hours and on weekendsvia the
existing informal arrangement, CanadaLife could not commit to a formal
agreementwith the City, GCC, or a developerto do soin the future.

e There may beother parking optionsto addressthe lossof parking in the
WestParking Lot, butit is premature to have these discussions now. He
is awaiting the outcomeof the Hearing.

e If Council gives the Proposed By-law Second and Third Reading, hewill
pursue the Parking Plan as follows:

o He will follow up with CanadaLife to consider other options.
o There maybe parking potentialat thelift station, on the park area

along the river on the west side of the Subject Property, and
street parking.

Granite Curling Club Inc.:

Christian Pierce, Secretary of the GCC Board of Directors, madethe following
submission:

e The Subject Property was owned by the GCCfrom 1912 to 1975.
e Since that time, GCC has beenleasingit from the City, currently on a
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month-to-month basis.
e The GCC has 1,283 membersandis the largestcurling club in the City,

with 9 sheetsofice.
e There are 80 parking stalls at the GCC, the majority of which are in the

West Parking Lot. The Subject Property also has a limited numberof
parking stalls in the East Parking Lot.

e Street parking has been impactedin the last 5 years with the addition of
a bike lane, which hasresulted in the loss of 14 parkingstalls.

e The East Parking Lot is sublet to The Beer Can from April 15 to
September 15 every year which results in a loss of 20 parking stalls
during this time.

e GCC patrons have used CanadaLife's South parking lot after regular
business hours to alleviate deficient parking for the GCC’s existing
needs. This is an informal arrangement which Canada Life may
terminate at any time.

e The GCCleases parking spacesin the West Parking Lot to CanadaLife
employees and others during regular business hours. This generates
approximately $41,000 of annual revenuefor the GCC.

e The GCCfiled a petition, with over 1000 signatures,for the SPC hearing.
It illustrates the strong opposition to how the City has handled this
matter.

e This is not how the GCC wantedthis situation to unfold. The City has
moved forward in a way that lacked transparency, good faith dealing,
andfairness.

e Representatives of the GCC met with Mr. Chappell to discuss the GCC
purchasing the GCC backfrom the City.

e On June 7, 2024, he met Mr. Mahé at the Beer Can to discuss the
potential of developing the West Parking Lot. He asked whether,if the
GCC purchased the Subject Property, it would count toward the HAF
goal. Mr. Mahé advised he wasnotsure.

e He asked Mr. Mahé if the City could proceed with the Proposed
Development, without the GCC's involvement and support, and was
advised that is not how the City wanted to proceed.

e Mr. Mahé also advised that the City had a not-for-profit developer in
mind and, when asked about other developers, Mr. Mahé advised they
likely would not meetthecriteria for this type of project with the HAF.

e Mr. Mahé advised of the GCC's riverbank stability condition. On a scale
of one to four, he advised it was at a Level 3. He advised the Proposed
Development was a way to access federal funding for riverbank
stabilization work the GCC may needin the very nearfuture.

e After several months, Mr. Chappel advised that he received an objection
to the sale of the Subject Property to the GCC.“Our housing folks are
interested in entering into a long-term lease with the curling club”.

e At the meeting with the City and UWCRC2.0, Jeremy Read, the Chief
Executive Officer (CEO) of UWCRC 2.0 advised he hada full pro forma
and site plans for the Proposed Development.

e In a subsequent e-mail, Mr. Read advised that he assumed a 50%
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revenue distribution to the GCC after the payment of certain costs,
equating to approximately $70,000 annually to the GCC. He corrected
that numberin a follow-up e-mail saying they will be able to deliver
$75,000 to $125,000 annually to the GCC.

e He had a few telephone calls with Mr. Mahé in July of 2024, one call
with Mr. Read, and a further meeting with Mr. Read and Mr. Mahé on
October 9, 2024.

e During these calls and meetings, he asked Mr. Mahé for a written
explanation of how the revenue distribution would flow from the
Proposed Development to the City and back to the GCC. The GCC
neverreceived an explanation despite repeated requests.

e The GCC continued to express interest in buying the Subject Property
but wastold it was not an option.

e The GCC advised it would only be interested in the Proposed
Developmentif it was the same deal as between the Church and
UWCRC 2.0, whichis a 50/50joint venture.

e Mr. Mahé e-mailed the GCC asking whether the GCC had any equity to
contribute to the Proposed Development. The GCC questioned whyit
would give money to a developmentin which they had “no say” and no
clarity on howit would be structured betweenthe parties. The UWCRC
2.0 wasn't putting a dollar of equity into the Proposed Development,
accordingto their pro forma.

e The GCC wantedthe entire process done properly, with a full Request
for Proposals (the “RFP”). In an RFP, adequate parking for the GCC
would be required.

e Mr. Chappell advised that purchasing the Subject Property was no
longer an option, to which Mr. Mahé agreed.

e The GCC learned the City had filed the Development Application on
October 8, 2024, the day prior to the October 9, 2024, meeting. He
questioned why Mr. Mahéchosenotto disclosethis to the GCC.

e Throughoutall of this, there was no mention of the Letter of Intent nor

the Development Application. The GCC was completely shut out of the
review processof the DevelopmentApplication which wasbeing vetted
by various governmental departments and agencies.

e On November7, 2024, after receiving no written assurances to GCC's
concerns, howthe City would addressparking, or a new long-term lease
and revenue share from the Proposed Development, the GCC sent the
Proposalto the City to get negotiations started in writing. The Proposal
was also e-mailed to Councillor Sherri Rollins. The GCC requested
separate meetings with Mr. Mahé and Councillor Rollins.

e Afterno response, the GCC's Board Presidentfollowed up on November
14, 2024. Mr. Mahé said he would bein touch to schedule a meeting.
The Development Application was deemed complete that very day but,
Mr. Mahé chosenot to advise the GCC about such matter.

e On November 25, 2024, the GCC met with Councillor Rollins to review
the Proposal and its concerns. Regarding parking, Councillor Rollins
advised the City was talking to Canada Life and she was confident an
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agreement could be reached. She did not mention the Development
Application.

e GCCfollowed up with Mr. Mahé on November28, 2024, after which he
completely withdrew from dealing with the GCC.

e On January 6, 2025, the GCC received the e-mail from Ms. Peterson
providing initial feedback to the Proposal. Two key matters were
communicated: GCC would be responsible for negotiating any parking
agreements directly with Canada Life, which was contrary to Councillor
Rollins’ assurances; andthe City planned to terminate the existing lease
and enter into a short-term use agreementfor the reduced lease area.
This would remove the West Parking Lot from the leasehold area, a
parking lot used by the GCC for over 100 years.

e The GCC wasblindsided as it showed the City had no intention to
negotiate with the GCC in goodfaith to addressits concerns.

e The GCCreceived a Public Hearing Notice for the SPC Public Hearing
stating that the City had filed the DevelopmentApplication beforeit had
given formal notice of terminating the GCC Lease.

e On January 17, 2025, the GCC requested that the SPC Public Hearing
be adjourned, which wasdenied.

e TheCity’s decision to cut the GCC out is backwards, and its concerns
must be addressed before the Development Application.

e The City knew that the GCC and Manitoba curling community had a
vestedinterest in the Development Application but the City deliberately
kept everyone in the dark. That is not an open and robust planning
processthat one would expectin the City.

e After months of asking about the revenue share, the GCCreceivedits
first written communication from the City on January 30, 2025, one week
before the SPC Public Hearing.

e Mr. Chappell advised UWCRC 2.0 would be able to offer $50,000
annually in revenue share, whichis a far cry from the $125,000figure in
Mr. Read's previous e-mail.

e Mr. Chappell stated the $50,000 contribution and 15 parking stalls in the

WestParking Lot would result in UWCRC 2.0 making a very slim profit
which mayultimately impact affordability.

e The GCC questions whether the Proposed Development is even
feasible and if an annual contribution is even possible.

e Whyis the City cutting out the GCC from the Proposed Development
and sole sourcingit to a corporation like UWCRC 2.0?

e The GCC has beena steward ofthis heritage building for over 100 years
and should be an equalpartner in any developmentofits current leased
property and West Parking Lot that servesthefacility.

e How canthe City sole source the Proposed Development without an
RFP?

e The GCC has put $1,600,000 into the Club Building since the 1990s.
The GCC hasput in time and effort into reviving the GCC. The GCCis
finally in a position whereit is financially stable and has the capacity to
purchase the Subject Property. The GCC should beatthe table.
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e The GCC agreesthatinfill housing should be explored. The GCC is
opposedto revenue flowing off-site and wants to ensure the Proposed
Development supports the GCC.

e CentrePlan contemplates redeveloping the West Parking Lot with
housing that supports club operations and/or building maintenance. The
GCC is certain the Proposed Development will not support club
operations and building maintenance.

e This is to be contrasted with the West Broadway Commons
Development, whichis a full partnership, years in the making, with full
buy-in from the Church. The Church is a 50% joint venture partner,
entitled to share 50% oftheprofits.

e At most the GCC has been told that the City would suggest to the
Developerto provide $50,000 per yearto a fund controlled by the City.
This is a far cry from what is needed.

e The $50,000 won't cover the loss of rental parking revenue of $41,000
nor the loss of memberswhichis inevitable with the loss of parking.

e The Proposed By-law directed the City to work with the GCC on a
Parking Plan. The GCC has had one meeting with the City since the
First Reading of the Proposed By-law,which wasinitiated by the GCC.

e The City needs to provide a solution for parking, whether it is an
expansion of the East Parking Lot of no fewerstalls than the GCC
currently has, a design change to the Proposed Developmentto allow
for additional parking in the West Parking Lot, or put the Proposed
Developmentat Mostyn Park, to the Westof the GCC.

e The issue of parking is relevant at the First Stage of the planning
process.

e If parking wasnot anissue at the First Stage, whydid theCitylist it as
a consideration in the Letter of Intent and take somesteps to address
the issue up until the SPC Public Hearing?

e It appears the City knowsthey can't find a parking solution thatwill allow
the GCC to remain operationally sustainable.

e Thefollowing is a summary of the GCC’s concerns:
o For parking, the City has not provided a Parking Plan and is

refusing to advise what options they have explored.
o For revenue share, no updates have been provided on any

revenue share agreement with the UWCRC 2.0 andtheCity.
o Forriverbank stabilization work, which wasa big sell from Mr.

Mahé saying that federal dollars would be used to perform the
workfor the entire length of the riverbank,the last update is they
may not do anyof that workatall.

o The City has stopped working with the GCC on a new long-term
lease.

Kyle Doering, General Managerfor the GCC, madethe following submissions:

e Parkingis a critical componentof any successful curling club operation.
e The loss of the West Parking Lot will cost the GCCat least 45 of its 80
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stalls.

e Including the GCCthere are only 10 curling clubs operating in the City.
Six clubs have closed since 2011 with the GCCbeing the only curling
club currently operating in the City's downtowncore.

e With clubs continuing to close, the Development Application disregards
the tight budgets that curling clubs operate under and the community
that exists already.

e The City should preserve andprotect the mosthistorical club in Western

Canada,the birthplace to curling in Manitoba andits long-established
community.

e City Mayor Scott Gillingham is on record saying that Winnipeg is the
curling capital of the world andthe City lives and breathes the game.

e Losing the West Parking Lotwill result in substantial operational losses
andwill put the long-established curling community atrisk.

e There has been no meaningful effort to engage with the GCC.

e The GCC has over 1,200 members with 9 sheets of ice. The full draw
load is 72 curlers with the overlap load of 144 curlers.

e The GCCis the largest club in the City by sheet count and the second
largest based on membership. Reducing the West Parking Lot to 35
stalls and less than 20 streetstalls would put the parking below that of
the smallest clubsin the City.

e The GCC cannot andwill not survive without adequate parking.

e Street parking is very limited.

e Members andstaff already voiced concern regarding safety with having
to walk to the West Parking Lot at night. Having memberstry to find
parking many blocks away and walking at night is a safety risk.

e Members pay dues to use the GCC and the GCC would like to provide
value to them.

e Onesolution is to rely on Canada Life’s parking lot. This is not a safe
long-term solution.

e In his first eight months as General Manager, the GCC will have hosted
two national championships. This will net approximately $100,000 with
sponsorships, grants, banquets, etc. This moneyis critical to the GCC’s
future. Without parking, the GCC’s bid strength would be impacted.

e The Proposed Development presents an immediate and significant
threat for future revenues generated through events at the GCC.

e Mr. Mahé stated there would be no access to the West Parking Lot
during construction. This would befor two curling seasons which means
the GCC would have 20 parking stalls for its growing membership.

e This is a double hit to the GCC asit wouldn't be receiving any revenue
share from the Proposed Development.

e The loss of revenue from losing members during those two seasons,
loss of parking rental revenue, and no funding from the City would put
the GCCinto an operationaldeficit.

e Atmost, the City has said that they will suggest UWCRC 2.0 contribute
$50,000 into a CGG Capital Fund managedbytheCity.
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e This is not a sweetheart deal for the GCC.
e Alackof parking will cost the GCC membership. A loss of 100 members

would cost $30,000 to $40,000 in dues plus the reduction in food and
beveragesales.

e The GCCis the onlyclubin the City that does not contractoutits kitchen.
It offers dining for its members and the public in the form of banquets
and catered events. This revenue could be lost as how doesonehost a
200-person banquetwithout parking?

¢ The Board has discussedturning the GCCinto a year-roundfacility by
converting theice rink floor from sandinto concrete. This does not make
sense without a Parking Plan.

e Ifthe GCC loses the West Parking Lotwithout a parking solution,it loses
its ability to control future projects, goals andits long-term sustainability.

e The GCC employs 20 people and serves a broad membership
demographic.

e The GCC acknowledgesthe need for affordable housing in Winnipeg.
e Developing the West Parking Lotwill lead to devastating consequences

to the GCC's operational future and jeopardize the community that has
been established through generations.

John Read, Presidentof the GCC Board, madethefollowing submission:

e This situation is not about parking versus affordable housing.
e The Proposed Development is an existential threat to the continuing

prosperity of the GCC,evenits very existence.
e Despite the iconic status of the GCC andits world-widereputation, it is

still mainly a local club.
e The WestParking Lotis notjust a parkinglot,it is an integral, functional,

componentof a thriving community centre that draws its members from
all parts of the City and beyond.

e CanadaLife has generously allowed the GCC to use someofits parking
opposite the GCC as overflow parking. This is just a handshake
arrangementthat can changeatanytime.

e The GCChasfive main sourcesof passive income.
e Advertising on barn walls and under ice, grants, and the sale of Grey

Cup tickets are three sources of passive income that would not be
impacted by the Proposed Development and the resulting reduced
membership.

e The two sources of passive income that would be impacted by the
Proposed Developmentareasfollows:

o Beer Can- over $60,000is earned peryear from this endeavour.
The GCC provides the East Parking Lot, the kitchen and
bathroom facilities via a long-term contract. The proprietors of the
Beer Can are concerned the Proposed Developmentwill damage
their business to the point of needing to relocate.

o CanadaLife parking revenue of $41,000 peryear.
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Over the past 20 years, the GCC has invested over $1.6 million in
repairs and leasehold improvements. The City has invested nothing in a
property they own. One example, the GCC spent over $100,000 to
repair the roof. This is not part of a normal landlord-tenantrelationship.
The purpose of the Proposal was to initiate all-encompassing
negotiations with the City to settle the parking issue and a newlease.
With respect to the Parking Plan, the GCC has heard nothing.
He understandsthat the ability of the City to get a Development Permit
is contingent on the City working out a Parking Plan with the GCC. He
expectedthat the City would have come backwith a parking proposal.
It is not the GCC's objective to have a veto power over the Proposed
Development. The objective is to maintain the viability of the GCC with
parking.

John Wintrup, Professional Planner with John Scott Wintrup Consulting Ltd.,
madethe following submission:

The Proposed Re-zoning and Proposed Subdivision conflicts with the
City’s Secondary Plan, Centre Plan,as follows:

o Goal 1.1.20: Action: Explore the feasibility of redeveloping the
surface parking lot next to the Granite Curling Club to include
both market and non-market housing that supports club
operations and/or building maintenance.

Policy Section 1.1.20 clearly states that the redevelopment of the
parking area is to support club operations and/or building maintenance.
The evidence from curling experts is that redeveloping the parking area
next to the GCC to include market and non-market housing does not
support club operations and/or building maintenance.
Information from impartial experts is missing regarding necessary flood
proofing, riverbankstabilization and Building and Fire Code impacts on
club operations and/or building maintenance.
The City cannot decide ad hoc not to adhere to their own policies that
run contrary to adopted by-laws. The City needs to either meet the
policy or formally amend the Secondary Plan as contemplated by the
Charter. The amendment would have to make it clear that the
redevelopmentof the West Parking Lot is not subject to supporting the
GCC's operations and/or building maintenance.
The Development Application is deficient in several ways normally
addressedin a rigorous planning process. The omission of technical
studies, analysis, opinions and information from impartial accredited
professionals raises deep concerns that matters have not been
addressed or considered.

The following is a list of routine concerns typically raised by City
Administration during a regular rigorous planning process for
Development Applications:

o Flood Proofing:
" The Subject Propertyfalls entirely within the designated
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floodway andfringe area regulation.
The flood fringe area wasidentified in the interim flood
risk maps.
Section 7 requires every structure in the flood fringe area
to be constructed ona site raised byfill or supported by
piles.
Administration has required other subdivision
applications to have multiple professional engineers to
attest that flood proofing is achievable and the methodis
compatible with the surrounding lands and buildings.
Where developers subdivide parcels to create multiple
lots, they have generally required a viable and effective
flood protection conceptforall lots and commitment to
restructure the communal aspects of those works.
There is no evidence that such an analysis has been
considered, completed or reviewed by a professionally
registered engineer or submitted and reviewed by City
Administration as done in the normal planning process.

o RiverbankStabilization:
The Subject Property falls entirely within the City’s
Waterway By-law No. 5888/92 which regulates
development within 350 feet of each side of various
waterwaysin the City.
Professional engineers’ comments on current riverbank
stability conditions are typically submitted in support of
development applications where there is potential
riverbanksstability being impacted for abutting lands and
buildings.
Engineering feedback on riverbank stability is neededif
the proposed flood proofing methods place additional
weight on theriverbank, impacting nearby buildings and
properties.
There is no evidence that such a riverbankstabilization
analysis has been considered, completed or reviewed by
a professionally registered engineer or submitted and
reviewed by City Administration as done in the normal
planning process.

o Building and Fire Code:

The existing Club Building west wall against the proposed
new property line lacks any analysis considering the
Building and Fire Code.
An analysis of the current Club Building wall abutting a
proposed new property line is typically submitted

indicating the numberand percentageof openingsin such
wall in the context of the Fire Code.

Details on the construction materials of the current wall is

typically requested by City administration to determineif
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the existing wall meets oris deficient under the Fire Code

with a proposed newbuilding being potentially located in
close proximity due to a proposed new propertyline.

" Subdivision conditions require the identified deficiency in
the Fire Code for the existing walls to be upgraded prior
to the City releasing subdivision mylars.

* There is no evidence that such an analysis of the Fire
Codefor the existing west wall of the Club Building has
been considered, completed or reviewed by a
professionally registered architect, or submitted and
reviewed by City Administration as done in the normal
planning process.

Rigorous Planning Process Outstanding Information: City
Administration typically requires specific materials for a full analysis of a
development application prior to it being deemed complete. The
following is a list of materials typically required but absent in the
Development Application:

O° Arborist Report: Existing trees on lands subject to development
applications require an Arborist Report prepared by a certified
arborist which identifies existing trees suitable for preservation
and their expected ability to withstand construction stress. The
meansby whichprotection will be provided forthose trees is also
required.
Building Elevations:

"Building elevationsof all existing buildings, all four sides
and including the numberof openingsof the existing wall
facing a new propertyline.

* Building elevations of all new buildings, all four sides. Or,
with building height indicated in feet measured from grade
to parapet.

Floor Plans:
" Typical floor plan layout of each floorillustrating the

numberof dwelling units perfloor.
" Floor plans to include uses for each room on eachfloor.

Manitoba Land Surveyor:
= The formal proposed plan of subdivision under seal of a

licensed surveyor with the precise dimensions to the
existing structures with respect to the proposed newlot
line is required in submitting a plan of subdivision
application that contains an existing building.

Legislative Control Zone (Height):
The Subject Propertyfalls within the lands defined in The
Public Works Act, C.C.S.M. c. P300 (the “PW Act”).

" Section 7(1) of the PW Act deals with the restriction on
height of buildings in the Legislative Control Zone.

" The “C” Character Sector permits a maximum building
height of 100 feet whereas the “R” Riverbank Sector
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permits a current maximum building height of 50 feet.
" Thereis no indication that the proposed height of the new

building at 123 feet has been considered by a registered
planneror architect within the context of the PW Act; or
has been considered or approved by the Lieutenant
Governor in Council.

Conclusion:
o Land use planning requires a proactive approach to making

decisions about the use and developmentof land and resources.
The focusis to move toward a commonvision that represents the
public interest. It is not simply restricting or regulating
development but guiding developments to identified areas to
provide a degree of certainty for landowners, neighbours,
investors, etc. of what we expect to happen as the highest and
best use of lands.

o City Administration typically employs a proactive approach and
requires a rigorous planning process for development
applications demanding contributions from various accredited,
impartial professionals to provide a degree of certainty on
preventing undesirable outcomes such as flooded bridges,
collapsing riverbanks, demise of mature trees, severe fire, and
negative impacts on the Provincial Legislative Building.

o There is noindication, explanation or rationale as to why such a
proactive approach is not appropriate for this Development
Application.

o CentrePlan Policy Section 1.2.20 underlies Council's
commitment that undesirable outcomes should be addressed
and reconciled to avoid harmful impacts. Redevelopmentof the
West Parking Lot is to support club operations and/or building
maintenance.

o No matter how compelling or how persuasive may be the matters
that a developmentapplication seeks to advance, good planning
does notallow for the relaxation of all the typical requirements
that City Administration believes is needed to be addressed in a
proactive planning process to prevent undesirable outcomes.

The Development Application wasinitiated by the Letter of Intent on
August 29, 2024, and deemed complete in Novemberof 2024.
Some development applications take over 300 days until they are
deemed complete.
In a typical development application, it is circulated to City Departments
after it is deemed complete and more questions and information is
requested before the Public Hearing. He reviewed the file material
relating to this matter, and noneof this occurred.
Althoughthe City has advised thatthis informationwill be required at the
Development Permit Stage, other clients are nevergiven this option.
They haveto provideit at the First Stage.
Decision makers needall the information to make their decision under
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the legislation.
The amendment to the DP By-law doesnotsay that the City does not
have to comply with various requirements. It states that, if the
information is available in another department at the City, there is no
need to get this information at the front end.
The Approving Authority needs all information so they can make a
decision on whether the Development Application complies within the
planning context. The policy and regulatory framework dictates what the
Approving Authority needs to makeits decision.
The Director of Planning can determine whatis required on a case-by-
case basis regardless of who ownsthe land. The planning documents,
however,setout whatis necessary for the Approving Authority to make
its decision.
City Administration needs certain information to deem a development
application complete. The information that was provided for the
DevelopmentApplication wasvery basic.

Public Presenters

Cindy Tugwell, Executive Director of Heritage Manitoba, provided the following
submission:

Heritage Manitoba objects to the Proposed By-law.
The GCC hasan importantarchitectural and social history.
The GCC cannot be re-purposed and used otherwise.
The adjacent green spaceis also very valuable.
Economicviability and financial solvency of the GCC are very important.
James Chisolm wasthe architect.
Riverbankstabilization is very important.
Taking care of an 112-year-old heritage building must be done. Thereis
an outrage to a lot of Winnipeggers that GCC’s needs were not
addressedat the front end.
A Heritage Impact Risk Assessment is important to assess structural
issues with the GCC. How will the proposed new building impact the
Club Building and riverbank?
Affordable housing should not comeat the peril of Winnipeggers who
work and play at the GCC.
The GCC should have been consulted. Heritage Winnipeg could have
been the mediatorin the bestinterests ofthe citizens of Winnipeg.
She represents the heritage community. She worries that the HAF
funding deadline was pushingthis matter forwardatlightning speed.
The City needs to be subject to everything that other developers are
subject to.

Heritage Winnipeg wasnot even asked to participate.
A strong financial plan is neededto protect the GCCin perpetuity.
This needs to happen now, notat the Development Permit Stage.
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The Churchis benefitting from a profit-sharing arrangement.
Wedo not want the GCC, purpose-built for a curling club, to become
vacant.It would be cost prohibitive to retrofit the GCC.

James Hay, Member, Volunteer and Past President of the GCC Board, made
the following submission:

He objects to the Proposed By-law
The removalof the West Parking Lot without a solution will kill the GCC.
It cannotsurvive financially without adequate parking for members and
guests.

He hascurled for 55 years, the last 36 of which has been at the GCC,
and has been a memberat almost every curling clubin the City.
He was the GCC General Managerfor9 years,retiring in March of 2025.
He knowsthe businessofcurling.
While the GCC is a non-profit organization, it is still a business.
Businessesfail when they don't makea profit.
Thirteen curling clubs in the City have failed mostly because offinancial
reasons. Only 10 remain.
The GCC had almost 1,300 memberslast season. The age group of 25
to 35, are joining curling clubs in unprecedented numbers. The GCC’s
central location draws members and guests from acrosstheCity.

The GCCis internationally known as the MotherClub.
It's a City historic building and has had many championship teams both
nationally and internationally.
The GCC wasdesigned and built in 1912 by the samearchitects and
builders as the Manitoba Legislative Building.
The GCC owned the Subject Property from 1912 until 1975 whenit was
hit with the City's back taxes and riverbank stabilization costs in excess
of $700,000, which is equivalent to $4.9 million today.
In the last 25 years the GCC has spent over $1.6 million in maintenance
and improvements to the City-ownedbuilding.

After losing the GCC in 1975, the GCC entered a lease with the City.
The GCC pays $20,500 per year, while other non-profits pay a $1.00
per year lease amount.
He advised about other matters relating to loss of the West Parking Lot
including lost parking revenue, declining membership, and loss oflarge
events.

The City will then be stuck with a 112-year-old unoccupied historic
building.
The GCCis a year-round operation, a curling club in the winter and the
Beer Can during the summer months. Two viable businesses will be
jeopardized.
The City has recently announced a plethora of other sites being
proposedfor affordable housing. He asks that the GCC be spared from
certain failure.
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e The Proposed Development should notbe built in the West Parking Lot
becauseit will cause the historic and iconic GCCtofail.

e The City should re-enter negotiations for the sale of the GCC backto
the GCC.

Barry Gorlick, Member and Volunteer at the GCC, made the following
submission:

e Heobjects to the Development Application on the foundationalprinciple
that iconic community-centric heritage elements of our glorious City
must be preserved.

e The DevelopmentApplication strikes at the heart of the responsibility of
the City and its elected representatives to preserve irreplaceable
elements of heritage.

e The GCCis one example of anirreplaceable element.
e This supersedesand trumpsthe overly simplistic question of whetherto

prefer parking lots over housing or housingover parkinglots.
e One mustnot lose sight of the greater question of preservation.
e The GCChasexisted for 145 years, 112 of thoseat its present location.
e The GCCis an example of a sporting facility with a reputation throughout

the worldwide curling community.
e The GCCis a bedrockfacility perched at the entranceways to Osborne

Village and Wolseley.
e The GCCis an architectural masterpiece in the most central of all

locations, within eyesight of the Golden Boy, and accessible and used
by curlers from everywherein the City and beyond.

e The GCCis a creatively used seasonalfacility that in summerlendsits
East Parking Lot to the operation of the community social hot spot, the
Beer Can. The GCCis an exampleof an assetfar greater than the sum
ofits parts. It is much more than a curling club and much more than a
place to park.

e The uncontradicted and irrefutable evidence is that the GCC cannot
survive without adequate parking adjacent to the Club Building that
housesits 9 sheets of ice, locker rooms and restaurant.

e If curlers are offered to visit a curling club anywhere in the world, the
unanimouschoice is the GCC.

e The GCC is not just another building in the City's inventory; it is a
community hub.

Jeremy Read, CEO of UWCRC 2.0, madethe following submission:

e The Proposed Development is a mixed income housing development
conceived as a twin tower to the West Broadway Commons
Development.This is not merely in terms ofits physical form but in terms
ofits spirit and intent to support an environmentally sustainable inclusive
housing project that also serves to support historic and cultural
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infrastructure that has values to the communities they serve and to the
citizens of Winnipeg at large.

e The West Broadway Commons Development and the Proposed
Developmentaresimilar in many waysincluding:

o Both projects are adjacent to designated heritage structures, and
both needed current and ongoingrepair.

o Both owners recognize the need for ongoing capital and
operating funding to support the preservation of the Owner's
designated historic structure.

o Both projects create a revenue share structure benefiting the
Ownerofthe heritage structure.

o Both projects proposed low residential parking requirements,
and, under “C” Character District, downtown zoning does not
require residential or other parking.

o Both projects need or will need to comply with Downtown “C
Character District zoning requirements and have successfully
received or will need to receive height variances within the
Legislature Area.

o Both projects face time pressures around accelerated housing
delivery for funding eligibility which create risk to project delivery.

e The West Broadway Commons Developmentdiffers from the Proposed
Developmentin some waysincluding:

o The City owns the GCC and therefore the GCCisin a different
position than the Churchrelating to joint venturing opportunities,
control, land value and guarantee capacity.

o He is unaware of the GCC's full capabilities to raise capital for
such a purpose as the GCChasnot responded to UWCRC 2.0's
invitation to producea joint venture capital proposal.

o UWCRC 2.0 will pay $1.6 million over 30 years, approximately
$53,300 per year.

o In the case of the GCC, there is an existing lessee who is
opposedto the City’s desired future land use which is atypicalin
that most lease agreements do not permit lessees to interfere
with an owner's land rights regarding the future developmentof
land.

e He sees a dangerousland rights precedent being set for private and
public landowners in Manitoba,if lessees are permitted to have a veto
right over a lessor’s future uses or developmentplansoftheir own lands.

e Oncetheability to proceed with the Proposed Development is known,
UWCRC2.0 can begin to address the GCC’s concernsasfollows:

o Revenue sharing with the City to the benefit of the municipally-
ownedheritage asset.

o Parking on the site (be it 0-5 daytime parking stalls and/or
additional evening parking).

o Any impact to the existing heritage structure emanating from a
new development.

o Construction staging concerns.
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Bruce

o Shorelinestabilization, if necessary.
o Any otherexisting or emerging matters.

UWCRC 2.0 has heard GCC's concerns regarding the Proposed
Developmentin previous meetings, as part of the SPC Public Hearing,
and during these Board proceedings.

If all matters proceed, UWCRC 2.0 would seek to engage in problem
solving in a mannerto contribute to the protection of the heritage asset
and make the current and future uses of the overall site, mutually
reinforcing rather than mutually exclusive.
UWCRC2.0 also believes that this mutually reinforcing end has always
beentheintent of City administration and Council.
The Proposed Subdivision and Proposed Re-zoning of the Subject
Property are prerequisites for various federal, provincial and other public
funding and financing programs, some of which have already reached
their sunset. The HAF funding for $8.5 million closed applications for
future major grants and loansthis past July.
UWCRC2.0 asksthat the Board recommendapproval of the Proposed
By-law conditional on the City’s satisfaction that parking issues have
been resolved as part of Development Permit approval process.
The Proposed Re-zoning is also necessary for the GCC’s continued use
of the Western Parking Lot for revenue generation in a legal manner as
the GCCis currently generating revenue from a non-permitted use in
contravention of the current “R” Riverbank Sector zoning.

Peloquin, Member of GCC, madethe following submission:

If an archaeological assessment was done and parking was agreed
upon, he maynot be here to object.
The Fort Rouge Curling Club, where he is also a member,is barely
getting by because expenses are exceeding income.
Two new leaguesarestarting at the GCCthis Fall and four new leagues
were established previously. The membership has increased, and new
membersneedparking.
Community centres, hockey arenas, and other public places have
surface parkinglots.
There are otherlocations in the City where a comparable development
could be located. The Proposed Developmentis not appropriate for the
WestParking Lot.
The bestsolutionis to build on City property at the pumping station West
of Granite Way.

The Board also received written submissions and Public Presenter Forms from
Objectors and Supporters of the Proposed By-law prior to the Hearing.

The areas of concern from Objectors are summarized asfollows:

Onthe face ofit this seems like the City saying to a business: “We're
taking your parking lot because we needit for other purposes, and we
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don't care whetheryoulikeit or not”. It's a ridiculoussituation to put that
business in. Can you imagine theCity doingthis to any other business?
Although the City could use more affordable housing and support efforts
to create such housing, would it take a spacethatis actively used by a
businessratherthan a spacethatis not being actively used, like a vacant
lot?
There are several vacantlots in the City including severalin the vicinity
of the GCC that would be better for development.
The loss of parking could easily discourage people from curling at the
GCC. Having fewer members at the GCC will significantly impact its
business

Supporters expressed the following:

Allowing affordable housing to be built on City-ownedland is exactly the
kind of land development we must pursue, especially in the City’s core.
Currently the Subject Property only servesto park 60 cars.
Opposition has framed the loss of the West Parking Lot as being an
existential threat to the GCC.
The GCCis a wonderful asset to the community with a long legacy.
The GCC hassurvived through world wars, global pandemics, floods of
the century, generalstrikes, and more.It is hard to believe that the GCC
will cease to existif it loses 60 parking stalls given the context of the
area.
Surrounding the GCC is an ocean of parking. Not only is there ample
parking available on both sides of Granite Waythereis street parking in
the neighbourhood and at CanadaLife.
Time and energy should be spent to maximize available parking rather
thanfighting the Proposed Development.
Parking is not necessary for the GCC to continue; it's simply the most
convenientoption.

The Board is being asked to deny a development approved by City
Council, elected by Winnipeggers.
Those opposed to the Proposed Re-zoning are asking the Board to
place the value of 60 parkingstalls over the value of affordable housing
for 200 people.

LEGAL SUBMISSIONS

Kalyn Bomback, Legal Counsel for the City, made the following legal
submission on behalf of the City:

The core matter before the Board today is the DevelopmentApplication
for the Proposed Subdivision and Proposed Re-zoning, which comes
down to approved land use in accordance with City policies and
enactments.

The Subject Property was declared surplus in Septemberof 2024.
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e Affordable housing wasidentified as a priority by the City.
e The issue is whether the Proposed Subdivision and Proposed Re-zoning

meet the objectives in OurWinnipeg, Complete Communities,
CentrePlan, and the Zoning By-law.

e Wherethe debate and the basis for the Referralis rooted, is primarily in
concernsoverloss of parking.

e The Subject Property is City-owned and not held for public use.
e Parking arrangements are a matter of private negotiations between

tenant and landlord and therefore not a matter properly before the Board.
e Once zoning rights are in place, City Administration will then move

forward to secure financing. Thereafter, the City will look at matters
related to Development permits, building permits, waterways permits,
heritage permits, flood proofing matters and so on.

e Lease agreements and parking agreements will also be addressed at
the Development Permit Stage as per the Parking Plan adopted by
Council as part of First Reading of the Proposed By-law.

e Discussions with Heritage Winnipeg will be important at the Heritage
Permits Stage.

e Capital reserve fundswill also be dealt with at the Development Permit
stage by City Administration.

e Matters related to the lease of the West Parking Lot, parking issues, and
the potential sale of the Subject Property occurred throughstaff of the
City’s Real Estate Branch whereas the Development Application was
managedbystaff of the HAF Office.

e The amendments to the DP By-law and the authority of the Director of
Planning to determine when a development application is deemed
complete, are not before the Board for consideration.

e The DP By-law was amended to embrace the new HAFprocess, and
gave the Director of Planning new powers to adjust the form and
submission requirements for City-owned lands that are different from
other applicants.

e City Administration, through the evidence of Mr. Iskierski, showed that
the Proposed Re-zoning complies with OurWinnipeg, CentrePlan, and
the Zoning By-law.

e With respect to CentrePlan Policy and Action 1.1.20, the City is directed
to explore the feasibility of redeveloping the surface parking lot next to
the GCC to include both market and nonmarket housing that supports
club operations and/or building maintenance.

e The meaningof Policy 1.1.20, within the contextofall by-laws, does not
meanthat all development must support club operations and/or building
maintenance. The focus is on exploring the feasibility. This is the most
importantpart of this Action Item.

e The City has explored what zoning uses are available for development.
It has also extensively explored, through Mr. Mahé and Mr. Chappell's
offices, leasing options,capital funding models, and so on.

e The City has acted in good faith and has explored options to redevelop
the West Parking Lot that supports the GCC’s operations.
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e The previous negotiations to purchase the Subject Property did not bind
the City to sell the Subject Property to the GCC.

e The EPC Recommendation, adopted by Council via First Reading of the
Proposed By-law, contemplates that, prior to the issuance of a
Development Permit, City Administration will develop an adequate
Parking Plan. Certain action needs to be taken onparking.

e The City is not delaying discussions on parking. It is dealing with land
use right now and must address the Proposed Subdivision and
Proposed Re-zoning prior to moving on to the next process. This is
outlined in the DP By-law.

e City Administration is at the First Stage, as stated by Mr. Mahé.Parking,
leasing, the capital fund, and Mr. Wintrup’s concerns as stated in the
Wintrup Report, will be addressed in the next Stages.

e With respect to Mr. Wintrup’s evidence, the evidence of the City’s
planners and witnesses must be given the most weight. They work with
these matters all the time, not Mr. Wintrup.

e Mr. Wintrup’s examples do not relate to Downtown Winnipeg nor are
they part of CentrePlan and the Downtown Zoning.

e The Development Application process included engagement with
Stakeholders including West Broadway Biz, West Broadway Community
Organization, the GCC and CanadaLife.

e Riverbankstabilization will be dealt with at the Waterway Permit Stage
and the Arborist Report will be addressedat a later stage.

e The building elevation and building height restrictions are not limited in
the way Mr. Wintrup stated. The 123-foot height restriction can be
resolved through a variance under the Zoning By-law.In addition, 123
feet is conceptual only and may change.

e The City asks the Board to recommend approval of the Proposed By-
law asit exists. The City cautions any amendments being made to the
Parking Plan to include “to the satisfaction of the GCC”. This would
create a very dangerous precedent as it would erode property and
ownershiprights for developers everywhere and would create veto rights
of a lessee.

e The City has continued to work with the GCC and only stopped when
the Referral cameto the Board.

e The City understands the historical significance of the GCC and there
has beennoeffort to undermine the importance of the GCC.

e The City has a DP By-law which includesa process, that has beenfully
complied with by the City.

e The City is at the very early Subdivision and Zoning stage, the First
Stage of many morestages.

e The City will continue to work with the GCC at the Development Permit
Stageonall matters relating to parking, the capital fund and the ongoing
lease.

e The DevelopmentApplication aligns with the Policies for Downtown for
the following reasons:

o It will enable housing on the Subject Property to achieve
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residential intensification targets.
o The Proposed subdivision and Proposed Re-zoning specifically

relate to CentrePlan's intent to develop the surface parking lot to
the Westof the GCC.

o It will ensure affordable housing options are integrated into the
development positively contributing to the surrounding
neighbourhoodby providing additional housing options.

o Any development will better utilize existing infrastructure
including the street network, public transit, water and wastewater
service capacity and City services suchaslibrary and recreation.

o Zoning that permits higher density housing is compatible with the
surrounding context, which includes a mixture of housing types
with higherresidential densities.

e The Development Application also aligns with the HAF goalsto increase
housing availability including affordable units with a focus on Downtown
as well as the Land Enhancement Office’s mandate to support the
developmentof affordable, supportive, and mixed income housing on
City-owned land.

e If the Subject Property was to remain “R” Riverbank Sector,it is unlikely
it would ever become public park space but instead would remain as a
substandard surface parkinglot.

e The City has been in conversations with the GCC about the
Development Application impacting the City-owned West Parking Lot
and aboutthe City’s initiative to repurposeit for affordable housing.

e Inresponseto parking concerns impacting the GCC’s members,the City
has engaged with CanadaLife about a potential parking arrangement.

e The East Parking Lot, with approximately 20 stalls, will continue to
provide parking for the GCC’s users.

e There is also potential for a parking arrangement to be made with the
GCC onthe site of the Proposed Developmentas well asoff-site.

e The Development Application aligns with the previously mentioned
Zoning sectors given the surrounding context of lowerrise buildings with
historical significance and adjacent to the West Broadway
neighbourhood which is outside the Downtown boundaries. The “C”
Character Sector is the most appropriate zoning for the West Parking
Lot to enable the sale or lease to an affordable housing developerto
developthesite for housing, including the provision ofaffordable units.

e The Proposed Subdivision and Proposed Re-zoning will result in the
establishmentof a multi-family residential developmentthat is consistent
with Policies in OurWinnipeg, Complete Communities, and it will
increase residential density in the Legislature Neighbourhood, thereby
increasing housing optionsin this pedestrian-oriented, bikeable, transit
connected, amenity rich, mature neighbourhood, as well as helping the
City to achieveits Residential Intensification Targets.

e The Proposed Developmentwill utilize existing infrastructure including
the street network, public transportation, water and wastewaterservice
capacity and City services such aslibrary, recreation and education.
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The Proposed Developmentwill add over 100 units including several
deeply affordable housing units thereby addressing the critical shortage
of housing in the City and homelessness.
At no time have the objectors opposed the proposed land use and
specifically the subdivision of the Subject Property into two parcels with
the new parcel being re-zoned to “C” Character Sector and the residual
parcel to remain “R” Riverbank Sector.
The City recommends that the decision of City Council proceed to
Second and Third Reading.
The City has continued to work on a solutionthat will address the parking
concernsraised by the GCCin addition to the private agreement.
The HAFOffice has alsotried to mitigate the concerns.
The City’s administration worked hard to act in good faith with the GCC
to maintain a heritage asset.
While the Proposed Developmentwill result in a net loss of parking, the
City has committed to providing 15 parking stalls on the West Parking
Lot post-development and will allow the GCC to rent out those spaces
to Canada Life workers.
Asit relates to the financial contribution to the GCC from the Proposed
Development, the HAF Office has ensured a development arrangement
with UWCRC 2.0 that up to a 50% cashdistribution from revenue would
be provided for capital improvements to the Club Building and property.
This would include future riverbank stabilization work, if required. The
Real Estate Branch has committed to a $50,000 annual contribution for
capital costs of the GCC.

The Real Estate Branchis also currently negotiating a new lease with
the GCC andis supportive of adding the GCC to the community groups
occupying City-ownedfacilities to exemptit from property taxation. The
City has committed to making this recommendation, which would save
the GCCa significant amount of money annually.
GCC’s Proposal sought over $1 million which was not achievable.

James Mercury and Melanie Wire, Legal Counsel for the GCC, made the
following legal submission on behalf of the GCC:

The City has failed to establish that the redevelopment of the West
Parking Lot will support club operations and/or maintenanceof the Club
Building as mandated by CentrePlan. As such, the Proposed By-law
runs contrary to the applicable Secondary Plan and must be rejected
pursuant to the Charter.

The process by which the Proposed By-law swiftly passed by Council
was grossly inadequate, procedurally unfair and fails to respect the
City’s own procedures and good planning practice.
The applicable Secondary Plan is Centre Pan. Oneof the stated goals
is to embrace and elevate the Downtown's unique neighbourhoods and
districts.

Of utmostsignificance is Clause 1.1.20 of CentrePlan which speaksto
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the Policy and Action Item to “explore the feasibility of redeveloping the
surface parking lot next to the Granite Curling Club to include both
market and nonmarket housing that supports club operations and/or
building maintenance”.

e It is insufficient for any redevelopmentof the West Parking Lot to have
a negative or even neutral impact on the GCC’s operations. It must
support the GCC.

e There is no evidence of support for the GCC aside from general
expressionsof optimism from Council Members and City Administration
that “something will be worked out in the future”.

e That is hardly the comfort that is needed in any Development
Application let alone one wherethe future viability of the GCC is at
stake.

e The weight of the evidence strongly suggests that the GCC will not
thrive following the Proposed Development.

e There has been no commitmentthat the GCC will receive any funding
from the Proposed Development, and it is not a condition of the
Proposed By-law that revenue be shared with the GCC.

e The latest communication from Mr. Chappell was that he would suggest
that UWCRC 2.0 pay $50,000 per year into a City account for the
creation of the Granite Capital Fund. He also stated the contribution
would be reviewed at the end of 20 years to ensure that developer
affordability targets can be maintained. Further, for the GCC to access
the capital funds, it would need to submit a funding requestto the City.

e The GCCreceives approximately $41,000 of annual revenue by leasing
parkingstalls. All that revenuewill be lost if the Proposed Development
proceeds. Even if there was a contractual commitment to receive

$50,000 per year, the net annual profit for the GCC would only be
$9,000.

e That potential funding, which is not guaranteed, would not be provided
directly to the GCC. The GCC will have to apply to the City to access
the funds from the Granite Capital Fund.

e This also assumesthat the GCC will not lose members, and therefore
revenue, becauseofthe loss of the West Parking Lot.

e For the City to suggest that there is any meaningful plan in place to
support the GCC is unfathomable.

e The record is clear that the City wanted to access HAF funds quickly, to
build affordable housing. That was their top priority and the
DevelopmentApplication was pushed through.

e The City did not inform the GCC about the Letter of Intent or the
DevelopmentApplication until months after being filed. This speaks to
the City’s lack of good faith intentions to deal with the GCC in a
respectful and responsible manner.

e Rather than deal with concerns head on, the City kept the plans to
themselves and the GCC was blindsided whenit first read of the
Development Application in the newspaper weeks before the SPC
Public Hearing.



THE MUNICIPAL BOARD OF MANITOBA
Report No. D-25-006

File No. 25D2A-0001 Page 40

e In rushing to have the DevelopmentApplication approved, the City has
left the GCC in an untenable situation.

e No comparable recreation facility could be expected to survive after
losing this many parkingstalls.

e While the City has suggested the use of CanadaLife's parking lot,
CanadaLife has advised it cannot provide a short- or long-term parking
solution.

e The following matters remain unanswered:
o How is a full-service curling club going to survive the loss of at

least 45 parking stalls?
o What funding is to be provided to the GCC from the Proposed

Development and howisit going to be accessed?
o How does the GCC make upthe lost revenue from the inability

to lease parking stalls?
o How will this heritage building be maintained if the GCC ceases

to operate?
e Without concrete answers andsolutions, all evidence points to the GCC

being unable to continue operating.

e lf the Proposed Development proceeds as is, the GCC will lose
members and substantial revenue. The Proposed Developmentwill not
support the GCC’s operations as CentrePlan mandates.

e To threaten the GCC's continued existence is also inconsistent with
CentrePlan’s goal to embrace and elevate the Downtown’s unique
neighbourhood and districts.

e The West Broadway Commons Development and the Proposed
Developmentare two different projects with different considerations:

o The Churchis a part ownerof the land at 167 Colony Street and
it entered a joint venture with UWCRC2.0.

o There is no partnership between the City, UWCRC 2.0, and the
GCC onanyaspect of the Proposed Development. The GCC has
not even been consulted.

o The West Broadway Commons Development ensured the
Church wasfinancially sustainable for years to come, unlike the
GCC.

e Mr. Wintrup advised that the City cannot simply decide ad hoc to not
adhereto its own Policies that run contrary to adopted By-laws. The City
needs to either meet the Policy requirements or formally amend
CentrePlan. The amendment would have to make it clear the
redevelopmentof the West Parking Lot is not subject to supporting the
GCC's operations and/or building maintenance as currently stated in
Policy Section 1.1.20.

o Mr. Wintrup also comments on several deficiencies in the planning
process and omissions from what one would reasonably expect:

= Thereis a failure to address flood proofing issues and the
applicable provincial regulations.

= Thereis a failure to addressriverbankstabilization issues
and requirements in City by-laws.
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" There is no analysis of Building Code issues.
"There is no record of an arborist report to address the

removalof trees.
" There is no discussion of building elevation restrictions.
" There is an absenceofdetailed floorplans.
"There is no evidenceofa formalplan of subdivision under

sealof a licensed surveyor.
« The Development Application fails to address building

heightrestrictions in the Public Works Act.
« Thereis no indication, explanation, or rationale as to why

a proactive and rigorous planning process as mandated
by the Provinceis not appropriate at this location orfor the
Proposed Development.

" Thereis no indication why the City has not complied with
CentrePlan Policy 1.1.20 or the Parking Plan. Undesirable
outcomes should be addressed and reconciled to avoid
harmful impacts.

e TheCity haslost sight of very basic principles that guide development
in the City. While everyone agreesthat affordable housing is a laudable
objective,it is not at any cost.

e The loss of the GCC would not only be a tragedy for Downtownbutfor
the City, the Province and beyond.

e The Proposed By-law does not comply with CentrePlan and the Charter
requiresthatit not be approved.

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

In making the Report and Recommendation, the Board carefully considered
the written and verbal evidence and legal submissions presented at the 6-day
Hearing and at the SPC Public Hearing, the video recording of whichall Panel
Members watched. The Board also carefully considered the applicable Charter
provisions, OurWinnipeg, Complete Communities, CentrePlan, the Zoning By-
law, the DP By-law, and the Proposed By-law.

The Report and Recommendation addresses the Proposed By-law relating to
the Proposed Re-zoning only. While the Proposed Subdivisionis also part of
the Proposed By-law, the Board’s jurisdiction on the Referral is limited to the
Proposed Re-zoning under Section 236.1(6), Section 236.1(7) and Section
236.1(8) of the Charter.

In assessing the Proposed Re-zoning, the Board is guided by the general
requirements for zoning by-law approval under Section 236(1.1) of the Charter
which providesasfollows:

A zoning by-law must be consistent with the developmentplan
by-law and any applicable secondary plan by-law.

With respect to the Proposed Re-zoning of Lot 2 from “R” Riverbank Sector to
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“C” Character Sector, the Board must consider whether the Proposed Re-
zoning is consistent with the City’s Development Plan, Our Winnipeg, it’s the
Secondary Plan Complete Communities, and the Secondary Plan for
Downtown, CentrePlan. The Board will undertake its own analysis to
determine whether,in its opinion, such consistencyexists.

Prior to undertaking its analysis, it is important for the Board to stress that, in
its opinion, the GCC is unique and unlike other lessees of City-owned
properties in Winnipeg. Onceas the owner, and presently as a tenant, the GCC
has made a valuable contribution to the City, the Province and greatercurling
community in its operation of a purpose-built curling club for 112 years.It has
also been the steward of the GCC for 50 years,afterit lost the Subject Property
to tax sale in 1975 for back taxes and riverbank stabilization costs. While a
tenant of the Subject Property, the GCC haspaid, in addition to property taxes
and annual leasehold payments, over $1.6 million dollars in capital
improvements to the Club Building.

The economicviability of the GCC has ebbed and flowed throughout the years.
In recent years, however, its membership base has expanded in number and
diversity, and there are plans for future upgrades to make it a year-round
facility. The GCC Board and Management hasalso diversified the GCC’s
profitability by leasing out space to the Beer Can, renting parking stalls in the
West Parking Lot to Canada Life employees and others, hosting national
curling championships and catering large events and banquets.

The Board heard that the GCC wasfinally in a financial position in 2023, to
pursue the purchase of the beloved Subject Property. Active negotiations
began in 2023 and, while awaiting a City-generated appraisal of the Subject
Property, the GCC was advised that the Subject Property was no longer
available for sale. While the City had never committed to selling the Subject
Property, the Board can appreciate that this news wasvery disappointing toall
involved at the GCC.

Despite changing its course of dealings with the GCC from pursuing a sale of
the Subject Property, to negotiating a short-term use agreement (with the
removal of the West Parking Lot), re-negotiating a long-term lease, and
attempting to resolve parking-related concerns, the evidence supportsthat the
City was in active communication with the GCC. The Board acknowledgesthat,
at times, the communications between the GCC and the Real Estate Branch
and the HAF Office were disjointed as the two City Departments were doing
twovery differentthings. Although this created confusion andfrustration for the
GCC,the Board doesnotfind that the GCC wastreated bythe City ina manner
that lacked transparency, goodfaith dealing, and fairness.

The Board doesfind, however, that the involvement of UWCRC 2.0 at the
earliest stages of discussions, created confusion, and perhaps suspicion, on
the part of the GCC. The GCC was aware there was no RFPfor the Proposed
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Development, yet it appeared that UWCRC 2.0 was the sole sourced
developer. While Mr. Mahé of the Land EnhancementOffice very appropriately
metwith the GCC to discuss parking concerns, riverbankstabilization issues,
and so on, UWCRC 2.0 added a complexity, from a perception perspective,
that somehowit was being given standing as the developer when no such
standing existed. The Board notes, in its viewing of the SPC Public Hearing,
that questions arose from Council Members who hadsimilar concerns.

Mr. Read of UWCRC2.0 spokein support of the Development Application as
a Public Presenter. Although he did not give evidence as one of the City’s
witnesses, his presentation clearly advocated on behalf of the City. While
recognizing UWRCR2.0’s contribution to the City in innovative developments
such as West Broadway Commons, which received a prestigious 2023
Heritage Conservation Award, the evidenceindicates that UWCRC2.0 has not
been contracted to be the developer for the Proposed Development. Therefore,
comments about what UWCRC2.0 is prepared to do to address the GCC’s
concernsif the Proposed Re-zoning is approved,are not helpfulat this time.

With respect to the concerns relating to the “lightning speed” at which the
Development Application proceeded from first submission to being deemed
complete and coming before the SPC for Public Hearing, the Board agrees
with the City that the amendments to the DP By-law and the authority of the
Director of Planning to determine when a developmentapplication is deemed
complete, are not before the Board for determination. While the Board
appreciates the detailed Wintrup Report which sets out typical submission
requirements for development applications in the City, the Board
acknowledges that the Director of Planning, in her discretion and authority
under the DP By-law, determined and deemed the Development Application
complete. The Board accepts that the DP By-law was amended to embrace
the new HAFprocessand the changes gavethe Directorof Planning additional
powersto adjust the form and submission requirements for City-owned lands
that are different from other applicants.

The City’s witnesses have attested under oath that, if the Development
Application is approved by City Council, mostif not all of the matters identified
by Mr. Wintrup will be addressed in the later stages of the development and
planning process. The Board agrees that addressing matters relating to flood

proofing, riverbankstabilization, Building and Fire Code issues, and a heritage
impact assessmentwill be crucial, within the scope of a rigorous and complete
planning process, to avoid undesirable outcomes such as flooded bridges,
collapsing riverbanks, demise of mature trees, severe fire, and negative
impacts on the Provincial Legislative Building and the Subject Property, which
includes the Club Building.

With respect to whether the Proposed Re-zoning generally complies with
OurWinnipeg, Complete Communities, and CentrePlan, the Board accepts the
analysis in the Administrative Report, that such compliance exists. Specifically,
the Board agrees that the Proposed Re-zoningwill permit:
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o Housing on Lot 2 which will help achieve residential
intensification targets, as contemplated in Policy 6.19 of
OurWinnipeg.

o Development that specifically relates to CentrePlan’s intent to
redevelop the West Parking Lot, as contemplated in Policy and
Action Item 1.1.20.

o Affordable housing options which will contribute to the
surrounding neighbourhood and provide additional housing
options, as contemplated in Objective 3 of OurWinnipeg.

o Development of the Subject Property to better utilize existing
infrastructure including the street network, public transit, water
and wastewaterservice capacity andcity services suchaslibrary
and recreation, as contemplated in Objective 2 and Objective 3
of OurWinnipeg.

o Higher density housing, which is compatible with the surrounding
context, and includes a mixture of housing types with higher
residential densities as contemplated in Complete Communities.

o Development which aligns with HAF goals to increase housing
availability including affordable units, with a focus on downtown,
as well as the Enhancement Office’s mandate to support the
developmentof affordable, supportive and mixed income housing
on City-owned land.

o Housing in a transitional area between Downtown and the West
Broadway neighbourhoodsthatwill provide a 24-hour presence
to enhance safety and vibrancy.

With respect to the types of uses permitted in the Proposed Re-zoning, as

opposedto the current zoning, the Board also agreeswith theCity that if Lot 2
remained “R” Riverbank Sectorit is unlikely to become public park space but
would remain a surface parking lot. Given the surrounding context of lowerrise
buildings with historical significance and adjacency to the West Broadway
neighbourhood,which is outside the Downtown boundaries, the Board finds
that the “C” Character Sectoris the most appropriate zoning district for Lot 2 to
enable the sale or lease to an affordable housing developer to developit for
housing.

While generally agreeing that the Proposed Re-zoningis consistent with the
City’s Development Plan, the Secondary Plans, and the Zoning By-law, the
Board doesnot agree with theCity’s interpretation of CentrePlan Policy 1.1.20
which provides:

Explore thefeasibility of redeveloping the surface parking lot next to
the granite curling club to include both market and non-market

housing that supports club operations and/or building maintenance.

Specifically, Legal Counsel for the City submits that the meaning of Policy
1.1.20, within the context of all by-laws, does not meanthat all development
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must support the GCC’s operations and/or building maintenance. The focusis
on exploring the feasibility. The Board heardthat the City has explored in good
faith what zoning usesare available for development on the West Parking Lot,
and through Mr. Mahé and Mr. Chappell's offices, leasing options, capital
funding models, and so on to support GCC’s operations and/or building
maintenance.

While recognizingthe efforts of the City, the Board agrees with Legal Counsel
for the GCC that any redevelopmentof the West Parking Lot must support the
GCC. The evidenceis clear from GCC Board Members and Management,
whichincluded curling experts, that the loss of parking in the West Parking Lot
will negatively impact the ongoing operations and sustainability of the GCC.
The Board agrees that parking is integral to the success of the GCC in
maintaining and growing its membership, sustaining its leasing relationship
with the Beer Can, and attracting and securing contracts for large revenue-
generating curling championships and banquet events.

The City Councillors at the SPC Public Hearing also recognized the importance
of parking to the ongoing sustainability of the GCC and much debate arose as
to how to best address this issue. While the SPC was unable to make a
recommendation, the EPC Recommendation,which includes the Parking Plan,
specifically directed the Public Service to develop an adequate parking plan to
support the operational sustainability of the GCC prior to the issuance of a
developmentpermit. Such recommendation was concurred in and adopted by
Council in its First Reading of the Proposed By-law.

The City’s witnesses consistently submitted that the Parking Plan will be
developed with the GCC prior to the issuance of a development permit. The
GCChasargued, however,thatthis is too late. The Board heard that the GCC
is worried that their power to negotiate an adequate Parking Plan with the City
will be compromised the further the Development Application moves into the
developmentprocess. Theyspecifically point out that there are no avenuesof
appeal relating to the development permit and other decision-making
processesthattake place in the later stages of the development process. The
GCCtherefore submits that an acceptable Parking Plan needs to be secured
at the First Stage.

The Board agrees that the development of the West Parking Lot for market
and non-market housing is specifically contemplated by Policy 1.1.20 of
CentrePlan. The Board also appreciates that the City is doing its best to
address a housing crisis, meet the need for affordable housing, and to
maximize HAFfunding opportunities to undertake the Proposed Development.
This is, as well, consistent with the Province’s commitment to address the
housing crisis throughout Manitoba.

The Board heard the impassioned presentations from the GCC Board and
Members, Ms. Tugwell of Heritage Winnipeg, and acknowledgementfrom the
City itself, that the GCCis a historically and architecturally valuable community
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asset. The Board also heard that affordable housing should not comeat the
peril of Winnipeggers who workandplay at the GCC.

RECOMMENDATION

In balancing the City’s stated desire to redevelop the West Parking Lot for
market and non-market housing to address the housingcrisis, with the need
to ensure the ongoing operational sustainability of the GCC, as a cherished
and important historical and community asset, the Board recommends that
Council proceed with Second and Third Reading of the Proposed By-law
subject to the EPC Recommendation with the following amendment:

4. That prior to the issuance of a development permit, the Public
Service be directed to work with the proponent and the Granite

Curling Club, to develop an adequate parking plan in order to support
the ongoing operational sustainability of the club, to the satisfaction
of the Granite Curling Club, the Director of Public Works, and the
Director of Planning, Property and Development.

The Board stresses that the use of the word “adequate” in Recommendation
No. 4 meansa Parking Planthat is reasonable and negotiated in good faith by
the City and the GCC. The Board encourages the City and the GCC to find
accessible, adequate, and ongoing parking to replace any parkingthatis lost,
and to ensure that parking is available during construction. It also encourages

the City and the GCC to continue discussions about such matters as the GCC
Capital Fund, waiverof annual property taxes, and zero rent as part of a long
term lease arrangement. As offered by Ms. Tugwell, the City and the GCC may
wish to engage Heritage Winnipeg as an impartial mediator to assist them in
these negotiations.

The Board doesnot agree that this amendmentcreates a dangerous precedent
that would erode property and ownership rights of developers everywhere and
would create veto rights of a lessee. As stated earlier, the relationship between
the City and the GCC, as stewards of a beloved heritage asset, is unique and
the amendment to Recommendation No.4 recognizesthis unique relationship.
It also recognizes the unique facts relating to the City’s stated desire in
CentrePlan to ensure that any developmentof the West Parking Lot for market
and non-market housing supports club operations and/or building
maintenance.

THEREFORE, THE BOARD RECOMMENDS:

1) That with respect to City of Winnipeg Zoning By-law No. 36/2025, the City
of Winnipeg Council APPROVE the Proposed Re-zoning and proceed to
Second and Third Reading of Proposed By-Law No. 36/2025, subject to
the amendmentof the EPC’s Recommendation No.4 as follows:



THE MUNICIPAL BOARD OF MANITOBA
Report No. D-25-006
File No. 25D2A-0001 Page 47

4. That prior to the issuance of a development permit, the Public
Service be directed to work with the proponent andthe Granite
Curling Club, to develop an adequate parking plan in order to
support the ongoing operational sustainability of the club, to the
satisfaction of the Granite Curling Club, the Director of Public
Works,andthe Director of Planning, Property and Development.

FOR THE MUNICIPAL BOARD
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