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RECOMMENDATION(S) 

THAT applications R07/14, R11/16 (draft plans 30T-16103 and 30T-16104) and R21/16 (draft plan 
30T-16105), report No. 17-129(CD) be referred back to staff for a subsequent instruction report. 

SUMMARY 

• This report is for a statutory public meeting required by the Planning Act to consider requested
Official Plan Amendments, Zoning By-law Amendments and draft plans of subdivision through
three applications for the Cambridge West lands.

• The applicants’ initial submission proposed to develop the Cambridge West lands for upwards
to 1069 residential dwelling units (a mix of housing types), commercial blocks, a proposed
public elementary school, parks and trail system, and open space blocks including
environmental buffers and storm water management ponds.



 

 

• The applicants recently resubmitted draft plans of subdivision and supporting documentation 
for the Cambridge West lands that propose upwards to 1824 dwelling units.  These plans and 
material are being assessed by the City and applicable review agencies. 

• The Planning applications are being integrated and reviewed concurrent with the ongoing 
Environmental Assessment for the Cambridge West Collector Road network. 

• The applicants have appealed the Planning applications to the Ontario Municipal Board due to 
the City’s and the Region of Waterloo’s non-decision on the applications within the prescribed 
period under the Planning Act. 

• The long term development intent for these lands is for a residential community. 
• Planning staff are intending to bring an instruction report to Council early in 2018 to receive 

direction for a City position at the future Ontario Municipal Board hearings. 

BACKGROUND 

The purpose of this report is to formally introduce to the Planning and Development Committee and 
the public proposed applications under the Planning Act for the development of the lands referred to 
as the “Cambridge West lands”.  

A detailed analysis of Provincial, Regional and City policies and regulations, supporting documents, 
agency comments and public submissions will be the subject of a future instruction report. 

Location: 

The subject lands are located in the southwest area of the City of Cambridge along the boundary of 
the Township of North Dumfries. 

The lands are bounded by existing low density residential lands and the Devil’s Creek Environmental 
Significant Policy Area (ESPA) to the east; the municipal boundary between the City and Township 
(including Barrie’s Lake) to the west and north; and the Canadian Pacific Railway to the south and 
east.  The image below shows the boundary of the Cambridge West lands.  The Secondary Plan area 
encompasses the entirety of the Cambridge West lands.  A map that identifies the boundaries of the 
three different draft plans of subdivision applications (currently under review) and land holdings is 
found on Attachment No. 3. 



 

 

Figure 1 - Cambridge West Secondary Plan Study Area 

 

Development requirements for the Cambridge West lands have been under review for a number of 
years.  The following is a summary of related studies to the ongoing Planning applications: 

• Cambridge West Master Environmental Servicing Plan (MESP): 
The Cambridge West MESP was completed in 2014.  The purpose of the MESP was to 
identify the needed road, water, sanitary and stormwater management infrastructure for the 
future development of the Cambridge West lands.  Through this process it was determined that 
the area would require three collector roads to serve the development.   The MESP completed 



 

 

Phases 1 and 2 of the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment process for the collector 
road network for the Cambridge West lands as well as a subwatershed study and master 
drainage plan. 
 

• Cambridge West Collector Road Environmental Assessment (EA): 
The purpose of this EA is to determine the precise alignment of the required three collector 
roads for the Cambridge West lands.  This study is examining various alignment options for the 
extension of Newman Dr. Bismark Dr. and the re-alignment of Blenheim Rd.  This study is 
ongoing and further public consultation is expected to occur in fall 2017 or early 2018.  The 
current preliminary preferred road alignment is shown on Attachment No. 1. 

The owners of the Cambridge West lands have submitted a number of applications under the 
Planning Act in order to develop the lands.  These applications include two Official Plan amendments 
and related zoning by-law amendments and three separate draft plans of subdivision.  The initial 
plans contemplated up to 1069 dwelling units.   

The following is a table summarizing the initial subdivision applications that have been reviewed by 
staff: 

Table 1 - Summary of Initial Draft Plan of Subdivision applications: 

Draft Plan No. Applicant Proposed 
unit range 

Proposed land uses Land Area 

30T-16103 Brian Domm 
Farms Ltd 

317-369 Single detached, multiple 
residential/mixed use, park, 
open space, stormwater 
management 

26.20 hectares 
(64.70 acres) 

30T-16104 Hallman 
Construction 
Ltd 

519-610 Single detached, multiple 
residential/mixed use, 
commercial, park, school, 
open space, stormwater 
management 

37.50 hectares 
(92.7 acres) 

30T-16105 Huron Creek 
Holdings Corp 

90 Single detached, park, storm 
water management 

8.30 hectares 
(20.5 acres) 

 Total  926 - 1069   

Recently, the City has received a revised draft plan of subdivision submission for both the Hallman 
Construction Ltd. lands and Brian Domm Farms Ltd land. 

The following is a table summarizing key information on the most recent draft plan of subdivision 
submissions.   

  



 

 

Table 2 - Most recent Draft Plan of Subdivision applications: 

Draft Plan No. Applicant Proposed 
unit range 

Proposed land uses Land Area 

30T-16103 Brian Domm 
Farms Ltd 

439-574 Single detached, multiple 
residential/mixed use, park, 
open space, stormwater 
management 

26.20 hectares 
(64.70 acres) 

30T-16104 Hallman 
Construction 
Ltd 

867-1160 Single detached, multiple 
residential/mixed use, 
commercial, park, school, 
open space, stormwater 
management 

37.50 hectares 
(92.7 acres) 

30T-16105* Huron Creek 
Holdings Corp 

90 Single detached, park, storm 
water management 

8.30 hectares 
(20.5 acres) 

 Total 1396 - 1824   

*No resubmission has been received for the Huron Creek Holdings Corp. land at time of this 
report. 

The various Planning applications are summarized in Attachment No. 9 and draft plans are shown in 
Attachments No. 5-7. 

Appeal: 

On May 13, 2017 the applicant for files R07/14, R11/16 and draft plans of subdivision 30T-16103 
(Brian Domm Farms Ltd) and 30T-16104 (Hallman Construction Ltd) appealed their Planning 
applications to the Ontario Municipal Board (OMB).  On June 4, 2017 the applicant for files R21/16 
and 30T-16105 (Huron Creek Holdings Corp) appealed their Planning applications to the OMB.  The 
appeals were filed on the basis that the City has not made a decision on the applications within the 
time periods provided for in the Planning Act.  Concurrent appeals were filed with the Region of 
Waterloo since the Region is the approval authority for lower tier municipal Official Plan amendments 
and subdivision applications. 

An OMB prehearing at City Hall occurred on September 6th 2017.  Notice of the prehearing was 
provided by the applicant and referenced the recent draft plan submissions noted above but was only 
filed with the City as a formal resubmission in October 2017.  The purpose of the hearing was to 
determine which individuals and agencies want to participate in the hearing.  Two members of the 
public, the Waterloo Region District School Board and rare Charitable Reserve requested and were 
granted party status to the appeal.  Party status enables a Party to an appeal to enter evidence and 
cross examine witnesses and is required to play an active role in the hearing. 

A second prehearing is scheduled for March 8th 2018.  The purpose of this prehearing is to determine 
an “issues list” for the purpose of the full OMB hearing.  The full OMB hearing is scheduled for 10 



 

 

days beginning on June 18th 2018. 
 

ANALYSIS 

Strategic Alignment: 
PEOPLE To actively engage, inform and create opportunities for people to participate in community 
building – making Cambridge a better place to live, work, play and learn for all. 

Goal #2 - Governance and Leadership 

Objective 2.1  Provide a wide range of ways that people can become involved in city decision making.  

A statutory public meeting is required by the Planning Act to provide an opportunity for the public to 
provide input on the proposal. 

Existing Policy/By-Law: 
The Cambridge West lands are currently designated as “Low/Medium Density Residential” and 
“Natural Open Space System” on Map 2 – General Land Use Plan of the City of Cambridge 2012 
Official Plan.  This land use designation is intended for residential development and protected 
environmental purposes.  Land within the “Low/Medium Density Residential” designation permits 
residential development up to 40 units per hectare. 

Map 1A – Urban Structure identifies the Cambridge West lands as a “Designated Greenfield Area” 
within the Region of Waterloo’s Official Plan. 

The Official Plan requires that new residential development in designated Greenfield Areas proceed 
through a Secondary Planning process to ensure that development occurs at densities consistent 
with local, regional and provincial plans.  Regional and local policy requires that new greenfield 
development achieve a minimum density of 55 people and jobs per hectare. 

The lands are currently zoned Holding – Residential 4 –R4 and Open Space – OS1.  The “H” Holding 
provision is in place in order to prevent development until municipal servicing is in place.  Servicing 
would be extended to the area as part of the development of the plans of subdivision. 

Financial Impact: 

The costs related to the Planning applications are borne by the developers. 

Public Input: 
Notice of this meeting was provided in the Cambridge Times on October 12, 2017 and circulated by 
mail to property owners within 120 m (393 ft) of the subject property and anyone else who has 
requested notice.  All public comments received through the processing of the application will be 
considered as part of the review of the development application and will be included in the future 



 

 

recommendation/directional report to the Planning and Development Committee.  Attachment No. 10 
contains public submissions related to the Cambridge West lands received after the Planning 
applications were submitted (June 2016).  Correspondence from the public received before the 
Planning applications were received is being considered through the ongoing Cambridge West EA 
process. 

To date there have been three Public Information Centres/Open Houses to consult with the public on 
the ongoing Cambridge West EA project.  All three meetings have been well attended.   

The following is a list of some of the issues raised through public consultation (this is not an 
exhaustive summary): 

• Transportation impacts on existing road network 
• Traffic speeding and safety and need for traffic calming measures 
• Need for an alternative “bypass roads” connecting to the Cambridge West lands 
• Environmental impacts, specifically relating to Barrie’s Lake and species at risk 
• Density and building heights 
• Desire for an attractive gateway to the City 
• Pedestrian an cycling connections 

Opportunities for further community consultation include PIC#4 on the Cambridge West EA to present 
the findings of the peer review of the transportation impact study and present the recommended 
alignments of the collector roads to serve this new community.  

Internal/External Consultation: 
The application and supporting materials have been circulated to the departments and agencies listed 
on Attachment No. 8. 

Comments/Analysis: 
A summary of the various Planning applications that are currently under review for the Cambridge 
West lands is found in Attachment No. 9. 

Review of the Planning applications is ongoing and staff will provide further comments and analysis 
as part of a future direction report.  

Considerations in the review of the applications include (but are not limited to): 

• Provincial, regional and local policy 
• Public submissions 
• Density 
• Urban design matters 
• Traffic/transportation impact 
• Natural environment 
• Provision of affordable housing 



 

 

Public consultation for the related Cambridge West EA will continue and the City is in the process of 
retaining a facilitator to assist with the next PIC and subsequent meetings as needed. 

SIGNATURE 

Prepared by: 

 
Departmental Approval: 
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Attachment No.1 – Cambridge West Preliminary Preferred Collector Road Alignments 



 

 

Attachment No. 2 – Cambridge West Official Plan Amendment – Schedule 1 

 

  



 

 

Attachment No. 2 – Cambridge West Official Plan Amendment – Schedule 2 

 

  



 

 

Attachment No. 2 – Cambridge West Official Plan Amendment – Schedule 3 

 

  



 

 

Attachment No. 2 – Cambridge West Official Plan Amendment – Schedule 4 

 

 

  



 

 

Attachment No. 3 – Location Map 

 



 

 

Attachment No. 4 -- Cambridge West Secondary Plan  

 



 

 

Attachment No. 5 – Huron Creek Holdings Corp Draft Plan 30T-16105 

 



 

 

Attachment No. 6 – Brian Domm Farms Ltd Draft Plan 30T-16103 

 
 

  



 

 

Attachment No. 7 – Hallman Construction Ltd Draft Plan 30T-16104 

 
 

  



 

 

Attachment No. 8 - Staff/Agency Circulation List 

• City Planner 
• Manager of Development Planning 
• Senior Planner – Environment  
• Sustainability Planner, Parks Recreation and Culture Division 
• Senior Planner - Heritage  
• Regional Municipality of Waterloo  
• Waterloo Region District School Board  
• Waterloo Catholic District School Board  
• Le Conseil Scolaire de District Centre-Sud  
• Le Conseil Scolaire de District Catholique Centre-Sud 
• Energy +  
• Cambridge Building and Enforcement Services Division  
• Development Engineering  
• Manager of Transportation  
• Cambridge Fire Department   
• Grand River Conservation Authority  
• Township of North Dumfries 

  



 

 

Attachment No. 9 – Summary of Applications 

Attachment No. 3 shows the overall Cambridge West lands and identifies the boundary of the various 
landowners/developers within the area.   

The following is a summary of the most recent Planning applications currently under review: 

• Cambridge West Official Plan Amendment – File R07/14 (Attachment No. 2 – Schedules 1-4): 
 
The purpose of this Official Plan amendment is to implement the previously approved 
Cambridge West MESP by amending certain schedules and mapping of the City of Cambridge 
Official Plan.  Specifically, this amendment proposes to identify the limits of environmental 
features within the Cambridge West lands on Schedule 2 – General Land Use Plan and 
amending Map 7A of the Official Plan to identify the proposed collector road network among 
other updates to the Official Plan mapping. 
 

• Cambridge West Secondary Plan Official Plan Amendment– File R11/16 (Attachment No. 4) 
 
The purpose of the Secondary Plan is to provide detailed land use mapping and policies to 
guide the development of the Cambridge West lands over a number of years.  Specific 
development applications (draft plans that are currently under review) as well as future site 
plan applications will be required to adhere to the policies established through the secondary 
plan. 
 

• Huron Creek Holdings Draft Plan of Subdivision 30T-30T-16105 and related Zoning By-law 
Amendment File R21/16 (Attachment No. 5): 
 
This draft plan of subdivision proposes a total of 90 single detached dwellings.  The land is 
proposed to be serviced through the extension of Newman Dr. from its current terminus.  A 
stormwater management block and park is proposed under the current draft plan.  The 
applicant is proposing to zone the lands R5 and R6 - Residential (single detached dwellings) 
and OS1 and OS4 – Open Space. 
 

• Brian Domm Farms Ltd. Draft Plan of Subdivision 30T-16103 and related Zoning By-law 
Amendment File R11/16 (Attachment No.6) 
 
This draft plan of subdivision proposes a unit range of between 439-574 dwelling units and 
includes single detached, street fronting townhouse and multiple/mixed use units.  This plan is 
to be serviced through the extension of Bismark Dr. and will also connect to the proposed 
extension of Newman Dr.   The land is proposed to be zoned R6 (single detached residential), 
RM3/RM4 (multiple and mixed use residential) and OS1/OS4 (proposed Open Space blocks 
for stormwater management, environmental features and park spaces). 



 

 

 
• Hallman Construction Ltd. Draft Plan of Subdivision 30T-16104 and related Zoning By-law 

amendment R21/16 (Attachment No. 7): 
 
This draft plan of subdivision proposes a unit range of between 867-1160 residential dwelling 
units including singles, multiple residential and mixed use and commercial developments.  A 
school block as well as open space blocks for parks and stormwater management is proposed.  
This plan is proposed to be serviced through the extension of Bismark Dr. and the re-alignment 
of Blenheim Rd. 

  



Attachment No. 10 – Public submissions *Note personal information has been blacked out in 
accordance with privacy legislation 
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CAMBRIDGE WEST COMMUNITY PLAN FEEDBACK & OPPORTUNITIES 
 
  
1. BASIC COMMUNITY STRUCTURE 
 
Feedback: 
 

● The commercial and business interests would be more accessible to more of the new community and to the 
currently underserviced Blair Rd community if they were located in the center or Bismark node of the 
development. This would also serve as a central node for the entire community, with multi-use transportation. 

● Centrally located (within the Cambridge West development) business and commercial buildings would also 
enable the development to have a community feel with a central meeting place that may also attract people 
from other areas ( ie, ice cream or coffee shop for families to converge at; a pleasant European-feeling town 
center ). It would be more convenient (and cut down on driving) for residents to be able to access their 
professional services and commercial services in the same area. Ie. go to the doctor and then pop next door 
to the grocery or convenience store. 

●  School should be moved away from roundabout due to safety concerns. It should also be noted that there is 
already an elementary separate school on Bismark and both school start times and end times are close 
enough that they may also interfere with each other and other morning and afternoon ‘collector’ traffic for a 
significant period of time.. 

● Apartment buildings and townhomes could be moved away from Blenheim and located on main road through 
new development so they would be within walking distance to centrally  commercial area and also still have 
easy access to bus routes. This would also help to preserve the calm entrance into Wet Galt - somewhat. 

● Single family homes could face onto Blenheim (in keeping with the existing development on Blenheim) and a 
very attractive roadway with decorative entrance to Cambridge could be developed. This takes some 
pressure off of the nature area around Barrie’s lake; ensures better sightlines for surrounding communities; 
discourages use of Blenheim as a truck route and as a speedway. It sets a tone for the community that is 
more in harmony with adjacent areas (as per Design Principal stating “promote compatibility of scale and 
form between new and existing development and ensure appropriate transitions between new buildings and 
adjacent neighbourhoods”). 

● Working the development into the current road design would create a scenic and meandering entry into the 
City. 

 
Opportunities: 
 

● Relocate the mixed commercial buildings to the centre of the community instead of on Blenheim. 
○ Creates a community feel and makes services more accessible to entire community including 

existing neighbourhood, as well as the designated ‘additional lands’ area; create a European style 
town centre 

● Move apartment and townhomes away from Blenheim to be closer to a centrally located commercial area and 
bus routes 



○ Single family homes on Blenheim promotes a calm entrance into West Galt and encourages slower 
traffic 

● Single family homes on Blenheim should face the street  
○ Would be in keeping with current homes along Blenheim (as per design principles) 
○ Encourages calmer traffic, pedestrian use, connectivity to community (as per design principles) 
○ Better option for entrance to Cambridge as opposed to fenced backyards 
○ Helps discourage use of Blenheim as a truck route, speedway 
○ Consider rear laneway access instead of front driveways 

● Consider using existing Blenheim road design 
○ Creates a scenic and meandering entry to the City 
○ Discourages speeding 
○ Maintains historic route 

● Move Blenheim roundabout from proposed location to far West connection (at top edge of development)  to 
encourage traffic flow west. 

● Move school away from roundabout to increase safety for children 
  
  
2. CAMBRIDGE WEST AS A GATEWAY TO THE CITY 
 
Feedback: 
 

● Cambridge lacks a welcoming and attractive entrance from any approach. This is an opportunity to design a 
proper gateway into the historically significant center of Cambridge. Blenheim should be made as an 
attractive roadway with old style lamp-posts and a stone clock tower, or other architectural landmark paying 
homage to our town history, to welcome visitors as found in some other cities (see Schedule A). Buildings on 
the main road could feature stone facades with archways or features that suggest historical architecture. 

 
● Many people would prefer to see the land south of Blenheim left undeveloped in order to preserve the natural 

feel of the area and minimize the impact it will have on Barrie’s Lake flora and fauna. Use this as an 
opportunity to feed into a trail system that connects the subdivision with West Galt and allows for natural 
wildlife passage and habitat from the Devil’s Creek corridor. The current configuration of the road also 
provides a natural divider (hill area past the tracks) that protects those current residents on Blenheim from an 
open view of the new development area. This hill also provides noise barrier. 

  
● Commercial buildings and apartment buildings on Blenheim Road would appear to be inappropriate based on 

the following stated Design Principles: 
○ “promote development which respects and reflects the physical and cultural identity of surrounding 

area” 
○ “promote compatibility of scale and form between new and existing development and ensure 

appropriate transitions between new buildings and adjacent neighbourhoods” 
○ “protect and enhance public views and vistas of natural and built features” 
○ “establish distinct gateways to Cambridge West Community and to the surrounding natural and urban 

areas” 
 
Opportunities: 
 

● Create an attractive and welcoming gateway- something the city currently does not have 
○ An archway, clock tower or other architecturally significant landmark 
○ Homes with historically relevant architectural design features and materials 



 
●   Leave land south of Blenheim undeveloped 

○ Preserves natural feel of area 
○ Takes pressure off Barrie’s Lake and local flora and fauna 
○ Natural green space that feeds community into trail system that connects with West Galt 
○ Allows for a more natural wildlife passage and habitat connected to Devil Creek corridor 
○ Commercial, apartment, mixed use buildings south of Blenheim inappropriate (as per design 

principles) 
  
3. PARKS AND TRAIL SYSTEM 
 
Feedback: 
 

● There are no clear links to West Galt and the new subdivision that promote bikeable, walkable routes. The 
proposed re-alignment does not include a safe walkable, bikeable passage under the road, to connect Devil’s 
Creek trail. With subdivision south of railway tracks. Bikeability and walkability only work when it gives people 
multiple options and many potential places to travel to. A trail system is needed to connect the Cambridge 
West subdivision with West Galt, Devil’s Creek trail and the subdivision south of railway track (Salisbury Ave 
present and future development). This would offer the best transportation option that fulfills the Places to 
Grow Act, and also gives Cambridge the opportunity to build into a unique trail system within very unique 
natural and historical features. 

 
Opportunities: 
 

● Need for emphasis on clear links between West Galt and new community that promote safe bikeable and 
walkable access to each other 

○ Would introduce a transportation option that fulfills Places to Grow Act 
○ Opportunity to build into a unique trail system with natural and historic features 

  
4. RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBOURHOOD POLICIES 
 
Feedback: 
 

● Building heights should be restricted (3 stories) in order to minimize visual impact on surrounding 
neighborhoods and enable people in existing neighborhoods and new development to enjoy the natural 
setting as per the Design Principle stating “protect and enhance public views and vistas of natural and 
built features” 

 
● Building heights should be restricted in order for the new development to blend well with existing adjacent 

developments and natural surroundings as per Design Principal stating “promote compatibility of scale 
and form between new and existing development and ensure appropriate transitions between new 
buildings and adjacent neighbourhoods” 

 
Opportunities: 
 

● Restrict building heights to 3 stories 
○ Helps to minimize visual impact on surroundings (as per design principles) 
○ Helps blend with existing adjacent developments (as per design principles) 



  
5. TRANSPORTATION NETWORK POLICIES / DESIGN IMPACT 
 
Feedback: 
 

● In this particular case the Grid pattern proposal may not achieve the desired results. Its  restrictive geometry 
doesn’t allow a flowing design build into and around natural features. There is great potential to build into the 
many natural features within and adjacent to the proposed development within Cambridge West. The road 
alignment is an example of working through the natural features instead of around. 

● It would seem that a grid pattern works against the stated Design Principal of “promote development which 
respects and reflects the physical and cultural identity of surrounding area” 

● Is it possible to do a cross between a grid pattern and a conservation subdivision ? It would seem that the 
developer would be able to make more effective use of the land if a grid pattern was not required given that 
the land is such an awkward shape. Perhaps building pattern that fits within the natural landscape would feel 
more organic and welcoming; less of a “subdivision” feel. This would also fit more seamlessly with the natural 
features of the area. Allow the features to define the construction, not the other way around. 

 
Opportunities: 
 

● Build into natural features with modified grid 
○ Helps to maximize accessibility 
○ Respects the physical and cultural identity of surrounding area 

 
 

6.  EXISTING TRANSPORTATION NETWORK BEYOND CAMBRIDGE WEST 
 
Opportunities: 
 

● Initiate mitigation efforts to remedy “F” rated intersections prior to completion of development 
● Initiate installation of sidewalks on upper Blenheim and Newmark prior to completion of development 
● Local road alternatives to better disperse and accommodate  traffic 
● Initiate traffic calming measures prior to completion of development 

_______________________________________________________ 
  
 
 
  



SCHEDULE A - Blenheim Road Entry and Node 2 (Blenheim Road roundabout) 
Examples of welcoming entrance at 
Clairfields Drive & Farley Drive, Guelph, Ontario 







 



SCHEDULE B - Node 1 (Bismark Road roundabout) 
Examples of European Town Centre ‘feel’ 

 







SCHEDULE C - Other possible configurations for a Community Plan 



SCHEDULE D - Cambridge Heritage/Nature Museum and public trail area 

SCHEDULE E - Reallocation of lands between Cambridge, North Dumfries, and rare. 





List of TIS Questions noted to date by WGNPA March 12,2017

As requested by the City and IBI, the WGNPA has compiled a list of currently known questions related to the 
TIS. There may be additional questions that arise from our Neighbourhood forum planned for March 23

rd
 and

others submitted directly to the City prior to the March 31
st

 deadline for comments.

Current Traffic Surveys 
1. Please provide us with a complete table of data collection dates for all of the intersections that appear in the
study (table sent previously only included a portion of the intersections). 
2. Is it acceptable practice to use data from several sources and dates especially given the emphasis placed on
data collection by the community? 
3. ROW and MTO TIS Guidelines state that data used must be less than two years old. According to the table,
data for 15 of the intersections was from 2013 or earlier. Data from 2012 was used to assess the critical 
intersections of Park Hill & George and Park Hill & Water. Why would the City not request more updated data? 
4. On September 19, 2014, Yvette Rybensky notified the NPA that data collection cameras would be placed on
neighbourhood intersections the following week. The data in the table provided shows dates of September 
15th and earlier. Please explain the discrepancy. 
5. Why does Paradigm TIS traffic count survey claim current volume to be 18% of the volume recorded by
Stantec in its 1999 study? 

Trip Distribution and Timing 
6. Please explain the standard related to and the calculation of the projected AM trips (603) trips (as an
example to assist community in understanding how these types of conclusions are arrived at)? 
7. The distribution of traffic comes from a survey which has a level of accuracy and varies from one time to the
next as shown by the data. Given these variations and that the data is very soon to be updated, will the new 
data be reviewed to see if the forecasts should be changed? 
8. We were told that the traffic generated by the new development is a forecast based on North American data.
Have there been any local studies to verify how representative it may be?  Could it be that this development will 
be a bedroom community based on migration from GTA, Oakville and Burlington which is a more recent 
phenomenon leading to different distribution? 

Road Classification and Capacity 
9. There is confusing information on Blenheim Rd capacity: The 2013 Paradigm study notes 800 vplph which is
25% higher than the 1999 Stantec study which set capacity at 600vplph. The 2015 TIS notes that Blenheim fits 
the description of an "Avenue" (page 23) and that in other jurisdictions comparable roads handle 600- 800 
vehicles per lane per hour. Why was a capacity of 750 vplph assumed? 
 Is it possible to give us a few examples? 
10. While comparisons to other roads or characteristics are used to determine / justify capacity, one can’t help
but notice the fact that Park Hill does not compare very well- it is only 880 metres long, ends in one-stop T 
intersections at both ends in historic neighbourhoods and has 7 intersections in this condensed area. It is not 
designed to accommodate large amounts of traffic especially commercial traffic (totally impractical for trucks to 
make turns at Blenheim and Blair or Park hill and Blenheim). How can these constraints not reduce capacity? 
11. Blenheim is not a through street carrying vehicles through the City - Do these criteria fit with its
classification? The TIS conveniently considers the bridge and approaching road to be a 4-lane artery, but it is 
only 400 metres long and services 4 intersections. If, for the convenience of justifying higher volumes of traffic 
a portion of the road is cited, why cannot another portion of the road be cited to argue that capacity is lower. 
Should not different portions of the roadway have different capacities? 
12. In addition to the clarification, can you please put Parkhill and Blenheim Rd into context with comparison to
Cedar St entering Cambridge and also Fischer Hallman entering Kitchener. These streets vary greatly in terms 
of width, shoulders, traffic lights (Blenheim has none), driveway access and visibility such as proximity of hills 
and blind corners etc.  Cedar is attached to highways at either end; is a through street with well spaced 
intersections around the bridge whereas Parkhill is a dead end at both ends and has multiple intersections 
within very small area. It ends in a residential, historic areas at both ends and is totally impractical to 
accommodate commercial truck traffic. So how have these features been incorporated into the road 
classification and how does Cedar, Fischer Hallman and Blenheim classification compare? 
13. What happens if road capacity is surpassed?  What options are there and in what order?
14. During discussions on the TIS pre-conference form, we were referred to an Institute of Transportation
Engineers website on context sensitive design where boulevards and streets are defined with the boulevard 
having 2 to 4 lanes with a typical traffic volume range of 1500 to 25000 ADT. For two lanes, this translates to a 



peak capacity of 625 vplph.  If normal boulevard design widths are compared to Blenheim, it shows that this 
street is well below standard.  In design situations of constrained right of way (RW), some prioritization of 
features is then to be applied with lower priority features being eliminated.  Given that Blenheim Rd is 
constrained we are concerned about the impact on cycling lanes and on-street parking. Can we be assured 
that these will not be restricted?  Also in the design discussion is incremental acquisition of right of way.  Can 
we be assured by the City that lanes will not be added to the roadway? Context sensitive design principles 
state that in lieu of acquisition of RW it is recommended that the thoroughfare type be changed.  Will the city 
give consideration to such a change? 
 
Problem Intersections: LOS, Queuing 
15. Please provide a detailed explanation of how problem intersections, especially those that are presently 
rated ‘F’, can continue to adequately perform after the new traffic volumes are added?  It would be helpful to 
include a hypothetical example or preferably a historical one from another node with a similar profile that was 
impacted by a new development. 
16.How can the TIS summary commentary indicate that intersections around Park Hill / Ainslie/ Water/ George 
etc operate reasonably (A-D level) but when detailed specific movements are considered there are 4 problem 
movements already; 8 problem movements by 2021; 12 by 2031? And that is without taking into account extra 
traffic from Gaslight and other potential new developments?   
17. The TIS indicates that the suggested changes to improve intersections will impact flow at other locations – 
have these impacts been studied?  Should not the Ainslie Market St intersection also be studied?   
18. We were told that queuing was not considered in the study. Given that intersection spacing on Parkhill and 
Blenheim/ Blair is very short, should not queuing be considered so that intersection blocking does not occur?  
 
Mitigation 
19.Given that the intersections of Park Hill and Water as well as Park Hill and George show data from 2012 
and don’t include Gaslight and other new developments, we are very concerned that changes will be required. 
Given physical constraints what can be done to deal with potential capacity issues on intersections near the 
Park Hill bridge? 
20. The TIS comments that in addressing turn movement issues at Water and Park Hill, impacts will be caused 
in other lanes as a result. The island at the southbound Water street and Parkhill, will cause problems for 
westbound traffic on Parkhill which must merge with the left bound lane. With such tight, short blocks in 
between intersections, what is the point at which the back ups caused by volume (queuing) trying to get 
through the lights become too great to be accommodated? 
21. What is the City’s consideration of the mitigations recommended and the feasibility of completion within the 
timeline of the development being built (2021)? 
 
Safety 
22. An accident, road closure or other unusual event in the bridge area already causes total gridlock in the 
entire downtown area. With additional volumes, what will the impact be on Emergency services during these 
times? Have Emergency Services response times been considered? 
23. TIS identifies no issues with pedestrians crossing Blenheim but that was based on 8-hour peak and current 
volumes. What will peak one hour traffic gaps be after full build out and will crossing safety be re-assessed at 
that time? What can be done for pedestrian safety at that time? 
24. TIS Figure 2.9 illustrates existing pedestrian gaps. What are the forecasted pedestrian gaps at the 2021, 
2026 and 2031 horizons? 
24. Considering that the development will be in the area of Devil's Creek, how has the increase of pedestrian 
traffic been considered for this area? 
26. The study states that resident’s pedestrian concerns are regarding speed. However, there is no mention in 
the study about driver’s visibility of pedestrians (although visibility at the railway crossing was a factor).  What 
was the conclusion or why was that consideration not made? 
27. Pedestrian analysis seems to include only the consideration of crossings.  Given that there are no 
sidewalks on a portion of Blenheim Rd, (and Newman Dr.), anyone who would like to leave their house by foot 
will in many cases and especially in the winter become an obstruction to traffic.  How or why doesn't the 
pedestrian assessments include the demand for walking on the shoulder of the road? 
28. What can be done for safety of vehicles pulling out of driveways, especially where visibility is very limited? 
29. TIS did suggest there is a speeding problem on Blenheim and that installed calming features are not 
working. They note that safety of crossing for pedestrians would be impacted more by speed than volume. 
What can be done to remedy speeding problem (keeping in mind Fire Dept & EMS will fight any measures that 
reduce speed for their vehicles)? 



 
 
Pedestrians and Cycling 
30. The TIS doesn't include increase in forecasted pedestrian and cyclist traffic. If infrastructure for both is a 
focus within new development and planning, the impact on both and their subsequent impact on vehicle speed 
must be included in the study. 
 
Study Problems & General Questions 
31. With the additional development peak hour volumes are given at 823 vplph on Blenheim Rd east of 
Lansdowne.  This is stated as “falls at”, when it is exceeding the maximum range of the stated 600-800 
capacity.  Why is this not considered for mitigation or even for any mention in the conclusions of the study?    
32. Given that LOS F is the lowest possible rating, is there any value generating the LOS F category which 
would not be considered acceptable? 
33. Given that the delays for multiple low volume side streets are longer than desired, what is the desired 
delay?  And where is it stated what an acceptable delay will be for these side streets before mitigations should 
be taken? 
34. Given that the study explicitly comments that pedestrian concerns are related to speed issues, why would 
the current traffic calming inefficiency and potential mitigations not be commented within the recommendations 
and Executive Summary of the study? 
 
Blenheim Rd Realignment 
35.The re-alignment of Blenheim Rd is discussed listing 5 advantages.  How will the new westerly entry long 
curved section be different from the 2 curved sections which currently exist upon entry to the city and prior to 
the tracks in the vicinity of Barrie’s Lake? 
36.What Traffic Calming opportunities will be present on the longer tangent section approaching the railway 
that are not possible with the current alignment? 
37. What makes the existing configuration of Blenheim Rd unable to support a modern roundabout should 
Bismark Rd. be extended?  
 
Sensitivity Analysis  
38.Would you please provide the results of the Sensitivity Analysis that was committed to during the TIS 
preconference, but doesn’t seem to have been performed?  We would expect some analysis based on 
variations in all the input estimates such as increases in how traffic is distributed, number of vehicles in the 
development, traffic flow at peak, etc., all examined for peak times. Why wasn’t this done, and if it was, why 
was there no comment?  
 
Additional Westerly Road to Whistle Bare 
39. A road from the centre of the development to Whistle Bare would provide a more convenient link to 401 and 
Kitchener reducing traffic on Roseville, Blenheim, Bismark, Newman and Blair Roads. Did anyone take into 
consideration the likelihood of the additional lands being developed? ie. Maybe the City should be considering 
easy access / shared collectors between those developments. 
 
40. Context Sensitive design presentations from the ITE note that improved connectivity avoids channeling 
traffic to limited number of arterials and preserves capacity with access management. This provides many 
benefits including disperses traffic, reduces impacts on collectors, provides more direct routes, lowers vehicle 
miles of travel, encourages walking and biking, is transit-friendly, limits width and number of lanes on major 
thoroughfares. Can an additional road be made a priority as it can address most of the issues raised here? 
 
 
. 
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