Community Development Department
50 Dickson Street, 3rd Floor, P.O. Box 669
Cambridge ON N1R 5W8
Tel: (519) 623-1340 ext. 4289
Fax: (519) 622-6184

Application No.: A25/20

Meeting Date: September 30, 2020

Property Owner:

2678752 Ontario Corporation

Applicant:

Dave Aston, MHBC Planning

Subject Property:

PLAN 473 BLK G PT LOTS 11;AND 12
16-22 George St N

Ward No.: 5

Proposal:
This minor variance application to facilitate the construction of a new apartment building
was originally heard at the July 22nd, 2020 Committee of Adjustment meeting. The
Committee deferred the application to allow the applicant additional time to reconsider
the scale and magnitude of the proposal.
The applicant has revised their proposal and is requesting the following minor variances
from Zoning By-law 150-85 to permit:
1. An average building height of 17.65 m (57.9 ft.) whereas the zoning by-law
requires a maximum of 15 m (49.2 ft.);
2. A front yard setback of 1.8 m (5.9 ft.) to the residential portion of the building
fronting on George St N whereas the zoning by-law requires 4.5 m (14.7 ft.);
3. An interior side yard setback of 5 m (16.4 ft.) to the residential portion of the
building whereas the zoning by-law requires 7.5 m (24.6 ft.);
4. Parking dimensions of 2.75 m x 5.5 m (9 ft. x 18 ft.) whereas 2.9 m x 5.5 m (9.5 ft.
x 18 ft.) is required to accommodate the encroachment of structural posts
(excluding accessible spaces).
The revised plan proposes a 41 unit apartment building with five storeys of residential
and an additional street level floor facing George Street North consisting of a
commercial space, the main building entry and a garage door accessing 35 parking
spaces. The Crescent Place elevation has a driveway to 8 additional parking spaces,
plus a secondary entrance to the building. The current zoning regulations require a
podium and tower type development where no setbacks are required for the
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commercial/ground floor with increasing setbacks for the residential storeys based on
the number of residential storeys (tiered wedding cake-type building form). The
requested variance will result in a less pronounced tower design with the reduced
setbacks requested for storeys above the ground floor. The proposed height from
Crescent Place is five (5) storeys with a height of 15 m (49.2 ft). The proposed height
from George St N is six (6) storeys with a height of 19.77 m (64.86 feet). The first floor
height is proposed to be 4.77m (15.65 ft) for commercial ground floor/parking structure,
plus 3 m (9.8 ft) per additional residential storey. The City’s zoning by-law sets out that
height in this area is based on the average height when sites are not flat. Therefore the
variance requested is for an average building height of 17.65m (57.9ft).
The previous proposal was for the same number of storeys; however the floor heights
have been reduced from 3.3 m (10.8 ft.) to 3.0 m (9.8 ft.) for the residential floors
therefore resulting in an overall decrease in the building height proposed. Previously
there was a large amenity room on the rooftop that included a seventh storey of
windows; that room has been replaced with an open pergola and just the elevator
penthouse is enclosed (which is exempt from the total building height).
The following table compares the original proposal compared to the revised proposal:
Regulation

Requirement

Original
Variance

Proposed
Revised Variance

Average
Building
Height

15 m (49.2 ft.) maximum

26 m (85.3 ft.)
(amended to 18
m (59 ft.) after
July 2020
MHAC deferral)

17.65 m (57.9 ft.)

Front Yard
Setback –
from George
ST N

4.5 m (14.7 ft.) for
residential

0m

1.8 m (5.9 ft.)

0 m for commercial and
parking facilities

No variance
required

No variance
required
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Regulation

Requirement

Original
Variance

Proposed
Revised Variance

Interior Side
Yard – North
and South

3 m (9.8 ft.) for the first
two residential storeys
plus 1.5 m (4.9 ft.) for
each additional storey
for a total of 7.5 m (24.6
ft.) setback to the
residential storeys

5 m (16.4 ft.) to
residential
storeys

5 m (16.4 ft.) to
residential storeys

0 m for commercial and
parking facilities

No variance
required
(providing 1.5 m
(4.9 ft.) setback)

No variance
required
(providing 1.5 m
(4.9 ft.) setback)

Amenity
Area

1,050 m²

601.9 m²

No variance
required

Density

250 units/hectare (41
units)

261
units/hectare
(43 units)

No variance
required
(providing 250
units/hectare at 41
units)

Parking
Space
Dimensions

2.9 m x 5.5 m

N/A

2.75 m x 5.5 m (9
ft. x 18 ft.)
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The subject property currently houses three buildings which are proposed to be
demolished and the lots consolidated. The subject property is located in the Galt Core
Area and is identified as a Regeneration Area.
The existing single detached dwelling located at 16 George Street N. is listed on the
City’s Heritage Register as a property of interest. The subject site is also located within
the Dickson Hill Heritage Conservation District which applies to the publicly owned
property in the vicinity. The revised Heritage Impact Assessment proposing demolition of
the building at 16 George St N was considered at the September 17th Municipal Heritage
Advisory Committee meeting.
General Information:
Zoning By-law Provisions: C1RM1
Official Plan Designation: Galt City Centre Core Area
Adjacent Zoning: C1RM1
Adjacent Land Use: Residential
Existing Use: Residential
Proposed Use: Residential
Recommendation:
City of Cambridge Planning Staff recommends approval of the minor variance application
subject to the following conditions:
1. That the plans submitted with the variance application be substantially in keeping with
the future site plan submission to the satisfaction of the Planning Services Division.

2. That the development includes the proposed commercial space at street level as part
of this multi-use development in accordance with Official Plan policy 8.3.1. e.
Staff Comments:
City of Cambridge Development Planning Section:
The subject property is located east of Crescent Place fronting on both George Street North
and Crescent Place. The property is designated as Galt City Centre Core Area and is located
within a Regeneration Area in the Official Plan. The site is zoned C1RM1 which permits a
variety of commercial and multi-residential uses in the core area.
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The development proposes the intensification of an existing underdeveloped site that
currently contains three single buildings that are occupied with various commercial, office and
residential uses. The intent is to demolish the three buildings to accommodate the proposed
development. The house located at 16 George Street N. is a listed heritage property of
interest and is located adjacent to the Dickson Hill Heritage Conservation District. The revised
Heritage Impact Assessment was heard by the Municipal Heritage Advisory Committee on
September 17th, 2020. MHAC recommended that Council approve the notice of intention to
demolish the listed heritage property municipally known as 16 George Street N, as the
property does not hold enough cultural heritage value to warrant designation for the reasons
outline in the Heritage Impact Assessment. However, MHAC did not accept the findings of the
HIA that the proposed development had no impacts to the Dickson Hill Heritage Conservation
District.
The most recent submission proposed a similar plan as received by the Committee of July
but has eliminated the need for several variances. The proposed number of residential units
has been reduced from 43 to 41 to meet the density currently permitted in the Zoning By-law.
The revised proposal now also meets the zoning requirements for the amenity area. The
commercial unit and parking facilities located on the first storey remain a part of the proposal
and the requested 0 m setback at the George Street N. lot line complies with the current
Zoning By-law for commercial uses. The upper residential storeys are proposed to be setback
from the first floor. The applicant has added one variance to account for the structural posts in
the parking area encroaching into the required parking space/stall width.
The subject property is designated as Galt City Centre Core Area and is also located within a
Regeneration Area in the Official Plan. The Galt City Centre policies (in part) seek to achieve
an area of higher intensity and mix of land uses to support the concept of complete
communities. A complete community will be a well-designed, compact vibrant city that
provides an appropriate mix of jobs, range of housing options, and convenient access to
services, recreation, and transportation options. The Official Plan encourages intensification
and the development of multi-residential projects in the Core Areas and Regeneration Areas.
8.4.2 Residential Compatibility:
Section 8.4.2 of the City’s Official Plan requires the development to be compatible with the
neighbouring land uses. In the City’s Official Plan ‘compatibility’ is defined as: development,
although it is not necessarily the same as or similar to existing buildings or uses in the
vicinity, nonetheless exists in harmony with or enhances an established community. The
development will not have a physical or functional adverse impact on surrounding properties.
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The subject property is located west from the Queen’s Square Idea Exchange (library) and is
adjacent to two detached dwellings converted to office uses. There are single detached
residential dwellings across the street on the west side of Crescent place which are situated
at an elevation approximately 10 m (32.8 ft.) higher than the average grade on subject site.
The existing buildings along George Street N. range between two to three storeys in height
and include a mix of commercial, residential, and institutional uses. There are also existing
mid-rise apartment buildings in the area with a similar number of storeys as the proposed
development. There is a seven storey apartment building located at 10-18 George Street S.
approximately 140 m (460 ft.) to the south and a six storey apartment building located north
of the subject property at 26 Wentworth Avenue located at a higher elevation which partially
abuts the property.
Based upon the City’s Official Plan, factors to be taken into account when assessing
development proposals for ‘compatibility’ include the following:
Height:
The applicant is requesting an average height of 17.65 m (57.9 ft.). The height for sites which
are not flat is determined from the average grade in accordance with the City’s Zoning Bylaw. The height from the finished floor on Crescent Place will be 15 m (49.2 ft.) (five storeys)
which meets the current zoning regulations. The height from the finished floor on George St N
will be 19.77 m (64.86 ft.) (six storeys). The requested variance accounts for the change of
grade across the site. This request only represents one additional storey on George Street N.
than what would be permitted in the current Zoning By-law.
The current height restrictions within the Galt Core Area are intended to address view
corridors, reflect the character of the core area and complement the unique topography in the
core area in accordance with Staff Report P-18-07 to consider an amendment to the zoning
by-law to incorporate the height guidelines for the Galt City Centre. Staff notes that the Galt
Core Area is currently undergoing a study to determine updated height guidelines in
downtown Cambridge; however, the study is still under review.
Density:
The applicant is proposing a total of 41 units on a 0.1645 ha (0.4 acre) lot. The Zoning By-law
currently permits up to 250 units per hectare in the RM1 zone. Therefore, the proposal
complies with the density permitted for this site.
Scale, Massing, and Visual Impact:
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The applicant is proposing a six storey building with a height of 17.65 m (57.9 ft.). The
building will appear as five storeys with a finished height of 15 m (49.2 ft.) from Crescent
Place due to the grade change. The tallest portion of the building is located on the George
Street N. frontage. The height from the finished floor on George Street N. will be 19.77 m
(64.86 ft.). The Official Plan permits five storeys in the Galt Core Area but allows up to eight
storeys in the Regeneration Area. As such, the proposed number of floors meets the general
intent of the Official Plan.
The proposed concept resembles a podium and tower design and includes a front yard
setback after the first storey to create a low rise podium at street level, helping the height and
massing appear less overwhelming from a pedestrian perspective. Variations in the
architectural design, building materials, arrangement of window openings and balconies can
also help in addressing the perceived height and massing impacts. The commercial unit will
also help achieve an active façade at the street level. Staff is of the opinion that the revised
proposal including the recessed front yard setback for the residential portion of the building
after the first floor is more context appropriate than if it did not include the variation in shape.
Setbacks:
In addition to the increased building height, the applicant has requested a setback reduction
to the front and side yards to the residential (tower) portion of the proposed building and a
reduction to the parking space dimensions.
The Zoning By-law requires a minimum front yard setback of 4.5 m (14.7 ft.) to the residential
portion of a mixed use building. The revised development proposes a 1.8 m (5.9 ft.) setback
after the first storey on George Street N where the previous proposal maintained the 0 m
setback to the sixth storey. The revised concept takes into account the existing low rise
nature of the area by creating a low rise podium at the street level. The existing three single
detached dwellings/converted offices are significantly setback from the street and the front
yards are currently being used as parking lots with no landscaping. The inclusion of the
proposed commercial unit at street level provides the opportunity to activate the streetscape
for pedestrians along George Street N. which is currently dominated by parking lots. Staff
emphasize that there are no setback requirements for the commercial and parking facilities in
the core area and therefore the proposed podium design is not only permitted but
encouraged in order to frame the street as per section 5.7 Site Development policies in the
Official Plan The variation in setbacks to the façade helps create a comfortable pedestrian
scale at the street level.
The side yard setbacks are determined based on the number of residential storeys. The By-
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law requires a 3 m (9.8 ft.) setback for the first two residential storeys plus 1.5 m (4.9 ft.) for
each additional storey for a total of a 7.5 m (24.6 ft.) setback required to the residential
portion of the building to the northern and southern lot lines. The intent of this provision in the
by-law is to create a wedding cake-type tiered design in order to help achieve appropriate
massing and limit impact on abutting properties.
The proposed setbacks will create a podium and tower design rather than the wedding caketype design. Staff are of the opinion that the design still achieves a similar effect to help
reduce massing impacts to the adjacent properties as well as from the pedestrian perspective
at street level.
The proposed setback reductions still provide sufficient space to provide a landscaping strip
and fencing in accordance with the current by-law in the side yards adjacent to the existing
buildings. Additional landscaping treatment will be provided on the roof deck of the parking
structure. Engineering staff did not indicate any issues with the proposed minor variance and
grading will be further reviewed through the site plan application to ensure there are no
drainage impacts to adjacent properties.
Shadow Effects:
The applicant provided a shadow study for the proposed building that demonstrates the
shadows for each critical date and time of the year: March 21; December 21; and, June 21.
These diagrams show the building will have minimal impact on any nearby residential
properties during the year and minimal impact on adjacent properties during Spring and
Summer.
Conservation and Protection of Cultural Heritage Resources:
Impacts to cultural heritage resources were addressed by the revised Heritage Impact
Assessment and reviewed by MHAC at the September 17th meeting. John Calhoun, Senior
Planner – Heritage, recommended that MHAC accept the revised HIA and its findings for the
proposed development. MHAC accepted the notice of intent to demolish the house as 16
George Street N. However, MHAC did not accept the findings of the HIA that there are no
impacts as the development relates to the George Street N. and Crescent Place
streetscapes, and Queen’s Square which forms a terminal view. MHAC considers that the
property is a prominent site with high visibility and should be required to achieve a high level
of urban design as outlined in section 5.4 of the Official Plan. Planning staff are of the opinion
the proposed development maintains the general intent of the Official Plan with respect to the
urban design objectives.
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Section 5.4 of the Official Plan contains policies for protecting views and vistas which
includes preserving and enhancing views of church spires, landmark buildings and structures
from strategically located viewpoints. Prominent sites with high visibility and those sites that
terminate a view will be required to meet a higher standard of architectural quality and urban
design. This requires the protection of views from public property as opposed to private
property.
The subject property abuts the Dickson Hill Heritage Conservation District which only applies
to the publicly owned land in the vicinity. Key elements that define the character of Dickson
Hill are the tree-lined streets, distinctive globe street lights, and prominent urban public
spaces and landscape features. Views are preserved along and across publicly owned
property.
Vehicular Movement, Landscaping, Building Materials and Architectural Design:
If this application is approved, the details relating to vehicular movement will be further
reviewed by Transportation Engineering during review of a future site plan application. The
proposed number of dwelling units does not warrant a full Transportation Impact Study being
submitted. The details regarding landscaping, building materials and architectural design of
the proposed development will reviewed through the Site Plan Approval process but staff is
recommending that the plan be substantially in accordance with the plans submitted with this
minor variance application.
In the Community Core Area Designation, policy 8.3.1 e) of the Official Plan indicates that in
mixed use commercial and residential developments, the residential portion of the building
will not be permitted at the street level in the Community Core Area. The applicant is
proposing a commercial unit and parking on the first floor. Staff is recommending a condition
that the proposed commercial unit remains at street level as part of this development in
accordance with this policy.
Parking Spaces/Stalls
The applicant is requesting parking space/stall dimensions of 2.75 m x 5.5 m (9 ft. x 18 ft.)
whereas 2.9 m x 5.5 m (9.5 ft. x 18 ft.) is required. The purpose of this request is to
accommodate the placement of structural posts within the parking structure (excluding
accessible spaces).
The intent of the minimum parking space/stall width is to ensure there is sufficient space for

Application No.: A25/20
Date of Meeting: September 30, 2020
Page 10 of 32
vehicle turning movements in and out of the stall. The width of the parking space also
accounts for the space required to easily open the vehicle side doors.
The Zoning By-law permits encroachments of up to 0.5 m (1.6 ft.) having a maximum length
of 1.5 m (4.9 ft.) from the back or front wall of a private garage or carport. The proposed
variance is only to accommodate the structural posts within the parking garage and will not
obstruct access into vehicles. As such, staff are of the opinion that the variance meets the
intent of the Zoning By-law as it will allow the development to provide a sufficient number of
parking spaces that remain accessible.
Public Input
The application received a number of comments from the public to date which are
summarized below:
Comment
Support development in general but
only in accordance with the Zoning Bylaw
Preservation of Heritage

Height of building will impact views/high
rises discouraged in this area

0 m front yard setback poses a safety
issue for drivers and pedestrians

Staff Response
The minor variance process is in place to allow
some flexibility to the Zoning By-law while
maintaining its general intent and purpose
MHAC supported the demolition of the existing
heritage property of interest building at 16
George St N but did not accept the findings of
the HIA that there are no impacts as the
development relates to the George Street N and
Crescent Place streetscapes, and Queen’s
Square which forms a terminal view
A five storey building is already permitted on this
site. The requested height increase will only
result in one additional storey on George Street
N. than is permitted by the current Zoning Bylaw. Views from private property are not
protected.
There will be a 2.8 m (9.2 ft.) setback from the
sidewalk to the entrance of the parking garage. A
0 m setback is permitted without a variance for
the parking facilities and commercial ground floor
portion of the building due to its location in the
core area. The applicant is providing setback of
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Increased density will create an
increase in traffic

Insufficient parking for the development
increasing on-street parking

Access to Crescent Place is one-way

Side setbacks would not create enough
access in case of an emergency

Diminish architectural beauty of
neighbourhood

1.8 m (5.9 ft.) for the residential floors above the
first storey
The applicant has reduced the number of units
from 43 to 41 which meets the allowable density
on the site and no variance is required for the
number of parking spaces. The development has
fewer units than required for a traffic impact
study.
The proposal includes 43 parking spaces and
meets the requirements of the Zoning By-law.
Therefore no variance for number of parking
spaces is required.
There will only be 8 parking spaces accessible
from the Crescent Place. Vehicular movement
will be further reviewed through site plan review.
The zoning allows a 0 m setback to commercial
and parking facilities on the first storey. The
applicant is providing a 1.5 m (4.9 ft.) side yard
setback and does not require a variance.
If approved, the building materials and
architectural design will be reviewed through the
site plan approval process in accordance with
the City’s urban design policies in the Official
Plan.

The full comments received to date are attached to this report.
Attachment 1: September 30 Public Submissions
Attachment 2: July 22 Public Submissions
Staff notes that a minor variance is not determined based on a mathematical
calculation, rather it is determined based on the impact of the proposed variances and
in particular whether the variances will have a greater than minor adverse impact on the
adjacent properties, uses, or area. The application is evaluated within the context of its
surroundings and is not necessarily a quantitative assessment.
Planning Act Section 45(1):
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Are the variances minor in nature?
The neighbouring properties consist of a mixture of land uses which are designated and
zoned similarly to each other. Staff anticipates that the proposed variances to facilitate
the creation of additional residential units in the core area will enhance the viability of
the area by providing greater opportunities for people to live and work in the core area.
Staff is of the opinion the variance proposes appropriate transitions in height to adjacent
buildings and sufficient setbacks.
Planning staff do not anticipate the proposed variances will result in a physical or
functional adverse impact of the existing, surrounding development.
Are the variances in keeping with the General intent and purpose of the Official
Plan?
The general intent and purpose of the Official Plan is to ensure new development can
maintain compatibility within an existing neighbourhood. Staff is of the opinion the
proposed variances will result in a mixed-use development that is compatible within the
existing neighbourhood as the scale of the proposal is appropriate for the Community
Core Area designation and the design of the development will be of high quality in
accordance with the Official Plan.
Are the variances in keeping with the General intent and purpose of the Zoning
By-law?
The maximum height requirements of the Galt Core Area are intended to address view
corridors, reflect the character of the core area and complement the unique topography
in the core area. Staff are of the opinion the proposed height maintains the intent of the
Zoning By-law and the additional storey fronting on George Street N. will not
significantly impact any public view corridors and still maintains a height consistent with
Dickson Hill.
The setback requirements are intended to minimize massing and height impacts to
adjacent properties as well as from the streetscape. Staff are of the opinion that the
variances to reduce the front and side yard setbacks to create a podium and tower
design achieve the same effect.
Are the variances desirable for the appropriate development and use of the land?
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The proposed variances will facilitate a mixed use development on an underutilized
property in the Galt Community Core Area of Cambridge. The construction of additional
dwelling units in the Galt Core provides an opportunity to energize downtown
Cambridge. An increase in the population living and working downtown will support
existing and new retail, has the potential to attract new investment, fostering a more
vibrant public realm. The subject site is in an ideal location within proximity to a variety
of amenities with convenient access to public transit including the Ainslie Terminal and
the future proposed Light Rail Transit station.
Recommendation
Planning Staff recommend approval with the proposed conditions, as staff is of the
opinion that the application is minor in nature, maintains the general intent and purpose
of the Zoning By-law and Official Plan, and will result in the appropriate development of
the property in accordance with the four tests as contained in Section 45(1) of the
Planning Act.
Regional Municipality of Waterloo:
The Region of Waterloo has no comment on this application.
Grand River Conservation Authority:
The Grand River Conservation Authority has no comment on this application.
Energy+ Inc.:
Refer to Energy+ Inc. Residential Spec book at www.energyplus.ca
Hydro poles/guy wires and anchors/padmount transformers/switching units/service
pits/street light poles to be 1.5m from driveway entrances/curbs. Relocation at 100%
owners’ expense.
All planting near Energy+ owned overhead power lines and padmount equipment must
be installed in accordance to http://www.esasafe.com/assets/image/Tree-Planting.pdf
Must maintain required clearances (ESA & Energy+) from existing overhead and
underground electrical plant.
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Owner/Applicant may be required to provide ESA clearance calculations to existing
overhead and underground electrical distribution equipment. Calculations must be
signed off by a P.Eng.
As per Energy+ Inc, Current Conditions to Service, latest edition, only one service per
property is permitted.
Additional comments will be provided when the site plan application is submitted.
The Applicant will be required to enter into a Service Agreement with Energy+ Inc. to
determine the terms and conditions to service the proposed development at 100% cost.
If relocation or upgrade is required as a result of this Application, the Applicant will be
responsible for 100% cost.
If easements are required as a result of this Application, the Applicant will be
responsible
for 100% cost.
All minor variances/changes must be reflected on the latest drawings submitted to
Energy+ Inc. prior to Energy+ Site Plan Approval
City of Cambridge Building Section:
A building permit is required for the proposed construction.
A demolition permit is required for the demolition of the 3 residential dwellings.
City of Cambridge Transportation Engineering Section:
The City of Cambridge Transportation Division has no comment on this application.
City of Cambridge Project Engineer:
The City of Cambridge Engineering Division has no comment on this application.
City of Cambridge Fire Department:
Development Pre-Con Items (D17/19)
•
•
•
•

Show all Fire Hydrants
Indicate Fire Route
A Fire Safety Plan shall be approved and implemented prior to occupancy
Plus future items from Site Plan review
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City of Cambridge Senior Planner-Heritage:
Please be advised that the Cambridge Municipal Heritage Advisory Committee
recommended the following on September 17, 2020:
THAT Report 20-024 (MHAC) – Notice of Intention to Demolish a Register-Listed
Property – 16 George Street North – be received;
AND THAT the Municipal Heritage Advisory Committee (MHAC) accepts the revised
Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) and its findings as submitted by MHBC as
they pertain specifically to the cultural heritage value of 16 George St N;
AND THAT MHAC does not accept the findings of the HIA that there are no impacts as
it relates to George St N and Crescent Place streetscapes, Queen Square which forms
the terminal view and MHAC considers that the property is a prominent site with high
visibility and should be required to achieve a high level of urban design as outlined in
Section 5.4 of the City’s Official Plan;
AND THAT the MHAC recommends that Council approve the notice of intention to
demolish the listed heritage property municipally known as 16 George Street North, as
the property does not hold enough cultural heritage value to warrant designation for the
reasons outlined in the HIA;
City of Cambridge Economic Development:
Economic Development Staff has no objection to the applicant’s proposal, in principle,
as it is in keeping with the strategy to have more residents living and working within the
community core areas.
Given this location and importance/prominence of this property (in proximity to Queen’s
Square), a high level of urban design/materials should be incorporated into any building
proposal.
Scale, height, parking, building facades and other additional details in design will be
reviewed by Planning Staff during Site Plan Control to ensure a compatible design.
Further, the applicant should be aware of limiting distance requirements as per the
Ontario Building Code.
Note: Region of Waterloo and City of Cambridge Development Charges remain
exempted in the Core Areas. Educational Development Charges are applicable.
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City of Cambridge Sustainability Planner:
The following Parks, Recreation & Culture Division (PRCD) comments and submission
requirements are based on information provided in the application. The requirements
are based on the mandates of the PRCD (parks, trails, forestry, cemeteries, etc.) and
applicable legislation. The comments below are initial, based on the information
received to date, and may change with further detail, further discussion with, or
submissions by, the proponent, alternative concept designs, and/or changing City or
other policy between now and submission of complete applications.
PRCD commented on the pre-submission application (D17/19). The comments below
do not apply to the current minor variance application but are carried forward as
reminders to the applicant for future submission requirements (i.e. tree management
plan prior to any on site work/as Site Plan submission, parkland dedication on Plan of
Condominium application, no street trees on George St N. but preserve Crescent Pl
street trees (as part of tree management plan submission/Site Plan, etc.)
SUMMARY OF PRCD REQUIREMENTS
1. Parkland dedication cash-in-lieu (Plan of Condominium
2. Tree management plan/tree by-law permit and letter of credit with special
attention to preserving Crescent Pl City-owned street trees (Site Plan)
Parkland Dedication
Parkland dedication will be required as cash-in-lieu of land as a condition on Plan of
Condominium if the application is approved.
Comment
• The applicant should be aware that the Province has released draft regulations
affecting parkland dedication that may change how much and when parkland
dedication is required. Once these regulations are finalized by the Province, the
City will need to determine whether to proceed with a Community Benefits
Strategy and By-law. In the interim, the City’s current Official Plan policies would
apply.
• An appraisal will be required as per the Planning Act (day before day of draft
approval) to the satisfaction of City of Cambridge Property & Realty Services
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•

Example for illustration purposes only of anticipated parkland dedication cash-inlieu calculation/outcome for the 40 proposed units under the current Official Plan
policies using the 1/500 rate:
o 1/500 formula = 40 units / 500 units = 0.08 ha / 0.2 acres
o Appraisal is $1,000,000/acre day before day of draft approval
o $200,000 parkland dedication cash-in-lieu required ($5,000 per unit)

Tree Management Policies & Guidelines and Tree By-law Permit
A Tree Management Plan (TMP) / Tree By-law Permit will be required.
Comment
Trees, both City street trees in the right-of-way and your site’s trees on private property,
should be looked at very early in the planning process.
A Tree Management Plan (TMP) will provide an inventory of trees above 10cm dbh,
demonstrate Tree Protection Zone fencing for taking trees through the construction
process, and will complete compensation calculations for trees above 20cm dbh under
the private property by-law, and if applicable, compensation or protection of City street
trees. The City’s by-laws which should be incorporated into the TMP include the
following:
•
•

By-law 71-06 – “City-owned street tree by-law”
By-law 124-18 – “private property tree by-law”

The City’s street tree by-law (71-06) concerns trees in the right-of-way typically called
“street trees”. You may be proposing a new driveway (or a driveway on a new
severance) that would require removal of the tree. Approval for city street tree removals
is not always forthcoming and plans may have to be adjusted. The replacement cost of
the tree and compensation planting, if approval is provided by the City should also be
considered in addition to tree removal costs. Ownership of the tree is determined by its
location (on City or on private property). City street trees must be inventoried and Tree
Protection Zones and measures demonstrated in Tree Management Plan.
If your property fronts onto a Regional road, and “street trees” are in the right of way
(i.e. Region of Waterloo owned trees) these must also be captured within the tree
management plan. There is no by-law specific to Region Roads street trees however;
you must contact the Region’s corridor planning staff and the Region’s environmental
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planner. If permission is granted (it may not be) to remove a healthy Region street tree,
there is a requirement for 2:1 replacement and this should be reflected in the
compensation plan for Region staff review. If trees are removed without permission, a
person may be charged with theft and also for working on Region property without
permits and approvals under the applicable by-law.
The City’s private property tree by-law (124-18) applies to all the trees on your site
(above 20cm dbh) and prohibits removals without an approved permit and Tree
Management Plan. Injury or destruction of trees requires a replacement planting and/or
contribution to the Replacement Tree Planting Fund. Trees to be removed or injured
will be depicted on the Tree Management Plan. Replacement Tree Planting Fund
payments made upon approval of permit application. If the applicant chooses to
produce a compensation planting plan in order to reduce or eliminate the amount of
Replacement Tree Fund payment this should be submitted with the permit application.
The applicant will receive funds back after the compensation planting plan has been
implemented and trees inspected and accepted as compensation planting by the City
after two years following establishment.
The Tree Management Plan should feature a table/plan and report, including a Detailed
Inventory of each tree above 10cm dbh (subject to any scoping) and outlining:
1. Any permit requirements or information from the City tree by-laws (i.e.
take all trees above 20cm dbh from the inventory and use the Tree Permit
Application Form table to calculate compensation costs);
2. trees to be retained (and protection measures) and trees to be removed
due to construction, grading, etc. Trees to be injured and the measures to
limit impacts will also be depicted on the plan alongside removals and
retained trees with their Tree Protection Zone fencing;
3. special attention should note proposed protection measures, or removal
rationale in the inventory table, for trees in the following categories:
a. on boundaries, or “straddling trees” (these trees will require the
written permission of the neighbour to remove as per the Forestry
Act and letters should be submitted with the Tree Management
Plan);
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b. trees that provide some measure of screening/compatibility
between the new development and existing neighbouring uses;
c. trees regulated by others (e.g. Endangered Species such as
Butternut);
d. on adjacent properties should their pre-construction driplines enter
the construction zones as well as signed letters from adjacent
property owners noting their understanding of protection measures
and suggesting any compensation planting should the
applicant/construction activities damage or destroy trees on their
properties within a set amount of time;
e. on City right-of-ways through the City street tree By-law 71-06
(trees on Region roads will require Region permission to remove);
f. trees regulated by the City’s private property tree By-law 124-18.
Trees above 20cm dbh. The application form, arborist’s
assessment, and compensation planting plan or funds will be
required as part of the tree management plan submission.
g. Tree Management Plan should protect the trees on Crescent Pl
within the right of way (City-owned street trees). The plan should
demonstrate how these trees in the ROW will be protected
throughout construction.
City approval of a Tree Management Plan does not include approval of the foreseeable
destruction of trees on adjacent properties and the City assumes no liability – the onus
is on the applicant to conduct a thorough inventory of trees susceptible to construction
impacts, note retained trees and removals, plan-implement-inspect TPZ protection
measures, and to compensate neighbours for any losses should all the above
reasonable efforts fail. The tree by-law (124-18) requires signed statements by
neighbours for any trees injured or destroyed on their property.
Trails
No comments nor requirements.
Street Tree Plan, Stormwater Management Plan, or other Landscape Plans
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Landscape Plan required at Site Plan (by Site Plan Coordinator, not PRCD). Street
trees are not possible given no room in the George St. N. boulevard and overhead wires
in the ROW. Should trees be contemplated on the private property as part of the
landscape plan they will require sufficient soil volumes, silva cells, water transport to
roots, etc.
Fencing
The City’s fence policy does not apply / the property does not abut City lands.
Open Space
No open space associated with the subject property to convey to the City.
Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act (AODA) Design Standard for
Public Spaces (DOPS)
PRCD has no requirements at this time. However, it is anticipated that at Site Plan
accessibility should to be taken into account/will be required. The Supervisor of
Accessibility and Inclusion Services normally provides comments at the Site Plan stage
(but may provide some comments at this presubmission application stage. Comments
are sometimes provided at this early stage in the development process through the
PRCD mandates if applicable or if a future park, trail, or public space is part of the
application.
Cemeteries
No requirements or comments.
Existing Urban Forestry, Parks Recreation and Trails in the Vicinity
Trees in right-of-way are regulated by By-law 71-06 – “City-owned street tree by-law”.
All other trees on the site are regulated by By-law 124-18 – “private property tree bylaw”. Yellow dots denote “ownership to be confirmed” and the trees should be picked
up by the Tree Management Plan / Tree By-law permit work. Green dots denote City
street trees (regulated by By-law 71-06). The trees are mostly located along the
Crescent Pl frontage and there appear (in the snip below) to be 7-8 trees identified as
“City street trees”.
Existing Street Trees (Urban Forest Inventory)
various existing City street trees or trees from the Urban Forest Inventory (green
dots) abutting the property in the ROW fronting on to Crescent Pl
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The Dickson Hill Heritage District Conservation Plan further defines the Cityowned lands (rights-of-way), trees and light standards.
Urban Forest Canopy (2013 Canopy Assessment updated in 2018) (see
excerpt map from Tree Canopy layer below)
City of Cambridge = 27%
“City Core” Neighbourhood = 14%
16 George St. N. = 13.49%
20 George St. N. = 22.63%
Parks, Recreation, Trails
The City of Cambridge service levels are a Neighbourhood Park within 500m
walking distance and Community Parks within 1000m walking distance.
The subject lands do not abut City-owned property/parks managed by Parks,
Recreation and Culture Division.
Nearest existing parks, trails, play structures, public space, recreational
amenities, etc. owned by the City or others (walking distance):

o

o
Queens Square ~50m
o
waterfront trails ~200+m
o
Mill Race Park ~450m
o
Dickson Park ~ 450m
o
Victoria Park ~650m
o
Riverbluffs Park ~750m
Highland Public School ~750m

Aerial
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Site Plan
Setback to
residential: 5 m

George Street North

Setback to
residential: 1.8 m

Setback to
residential: 5 m
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George St N Elevation
Height:
17.65

Finished
Height: 19.77

Average Grade
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Crescent Place Elevation
Height:
17.65 m

Finished height:
15 m

Average Grade
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Parking
Ingress/Egress to
George St

George Street North

Parking Accessible from George Street N (35 Spaces)

Commercial
Unit
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Parking Accessible from Crescent Pl (8 spaces)

Parking
Ingress/Egress to
Crescent Pl
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Concept Plans

George St N looking north

George St N from Library

George St N

George St N looking south

Crescent Pl looking south

Crescent Pl looking south
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Crescent Pl. Elevation – Permitted versus Proposed

Application No.: A25/20
Date of Meeting: September 30, 2020
Page 30 of 32
George St. N. Elevation – Permitted versus Proposed
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North and South Elevations – Permitted versus Proposed
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Massing – Permitted versus Proposed

View from North West

View from North

View from East

View from South East

Attachment 1 - September 30 Public Submissions

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Elaine Brunn Shaw

"
Karin Stieg-Drobig; John Calhoun; Rachel Greene; Maria Skara
16-22 George St N proposal
Tuesday, September 15, 2020 9:09:34 AM

Good morning Ms. Wheeler
Your email below has been provided to me for follow up. Your comment about the
George Street proposal is being shared with the Municipal Heritage Advisory
Committee for the heritage impact assessment that has been prepared for 16 George
St N. The Municipal Heritage Advisory Committee is meeting on September 17th and
will deal with the heritage impact assessment for that property that night.
We are also providing your comments to the Committee of Adjustment who will be
dealing with proposed minor variances for the development application on this
property. The Committee of Adjustment will be meeting on September 30th to deal
with the proposed minor variances for this property.
I will respond to you in a separate email about the Main Street building.
Regards,
Elaine Brunn Shaw
Chief Planner
From: Doreen Wheeler [mailto:
Sent: Saturday, September 12, 2020 2:04 PM
To: E_mayor
Subject: [External] Main Street

]

I have spoken to several residents that are very concerned about the boarded up
store front on the south side of lower Main St. As this block has a Heritage
Designation, we can't understand why this is allowed.
We are also very concerned about the six story building to be built on George
Street.This building would change the complete look of Queen Square which is a
gem in our city. It has been suggested the whole Square, and surrounding area
should be protected.
I look forward to hearing from you.
Thank you
Doreen Wheeler

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Rachel Greene
"Joanne Kitzman"
Elaine Brunn Shaw; Deanne Friess; Maria Skara; John Calhoun
RE: [External] New project
Wednesday, August 26, 2020 3:47:41 PM

Good Afternoon Joanne,
Thank you for your comments. I will ensure that they are distributed to the Committee of Adjustment for their
consideration.
The recording secretary will add you to the circulation list to ensure you are provided notice of when the application
will be heard at a future Committee of Adjustment meeting.
Thank you,
Rachel Greene
Planner/Secretary-Treasurer Committee of Adjustment
City of Cambridge
Community Development
Planning Services Division
Development Planning
50 Dickson Street, 3rd Floor, P.O. Box 669
Cambridge, ON, N1R 5W8
(519) 623-1340 ext. 4612
greener@cambridge.ca
*** Please check out the City’s new Interactive Mapping at: http://maps.cambridge.ca/maps ***

-----Original Message----From: Joanne Kitzman
Sent: Tuesday, August 25, 2020 9:44 PM
To: E_mayor; Pam Wolf; Rachel Greene
Subject: [External] New project

Dear elected members,
I am writing to express my opposition to the project mentioned below. Aside from the height factor I believe the
most important factor that is controversial is the impact such a building will have on the cenotaph and that beautiful
area in general. Let’s reconsider the details of this project and it’s negative impact on a landmark such as Queen’s
Square.
Thank you.
Joanne Kitzman
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https3A www.facebook.com_561936248_posts_10157140951311249_-3Fextid-3DLu6SrabhxnaejHDr-26d3Dn&d=DwIFaQ&c=bd_3_Wi6wDlmHnKqRGbLBw&r=-GBAQKlviUcjTIlRyf3LzvvMTr1KKcdgeWXZz1evxE&m=H1dKdWi2vptEGe-

-----Original Message----From: Klaus
Sent: Monday, September 14, 2020 3:19 PM
To: Elaine Brunn Shaw
Subject: [External] George Street development
To whom it may concern
Just want to re confirm the objections I voiced in previous correspondence.
From an aesthetic perspective this high-rise will be an eyesore to the surrounding area especially with regards to the
historical Cenotaph and Church.
This development will reduce the visual attractiveness of our City Center.
The 3 story apartment complex at the corner of Blenheim Rd & George Street is a good example of blending in and
could be copied for the proposed development.
Regards
Klaus Steden
Cambridge,Ont

Attachment 2 - July 22 Public Submissions

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rachel Greene
Maria Skara
FW: [External] Application No. A25/20 - 16, 20-22 George Street North
Monday, July 20, 2020 9:34:44 AM

From: Alan Sadowsky [mailto:
]
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2020 10:19 AM
To: Rachel Greene; Pam Wolf
Subject: [External] Application No. A25/20 - 16, 20-22 George Street North

July 17, 2020
Corporation of the City of Cambridge,
50 Dickson Street,
Cambridge, Ontario
N1R 5W8
Attention Rachel Greene, Planner, Secretary-Treasurer to the Committee of Adjustment
CC: Pam Wolf, Ward 5 Councillor
Re: Application No.: A25/20 – Application for Variances from Zoning By-Law
Dear Ms. Greene
Even though I am not directly affected by the proposed development at 16, 20-22 George
Street North, I would like to express my opposition to the project. I live on
,
very close to 16, 20-22 George Street North. My objections are based on the following:
1) The proposed site is located on the Grand River Flood Plain. As such, new development
should not be allowed on the flood plain, which is part of the Grand River Conservation
Authorities’ mandate. This area was impacted during the 1974 flood, and most recently
threatened by the formation and breach of an ice dam. Expensive developments like this
should be located off of the flood plain.
2) The proposed setback of 0 (zero) metres from George Street North is unacceptable. This
leaves no room for the safe exit or enter of vehicles to the building. Combine this with the
proximity of the intersection of Queen’s Square North/Crescent Place/George Street, the
traffic volume on the Region of Waterloo roadways in the area and the pedestrian traffic in
and around the Idea Exchange and you are exacerbating an already dangerous situation.
3) There is some question about the availability of on-site parking and any foreseen on-street
parking. The plans for the proposed development show access to Crescent Place. This is a
narrow, one-way street. On-street parking from such a development would clog the street. All
one has to do is look at the congestion created on Remembrance Day to see what this
development is going to do. Frequently, vehicles are seen going the wrong way on both legs

of Crescent Place. It can be assumed that the majority of vehicles leaving the proposed
development at the Crescent Place access will not want to be going into the Dickson Hill
residential area. This will lead to more vehicles going the short distance, the wrong way,
down the hill, to access George Street. Alternatively, they will use Crescent Lane to short-cut
their trip. The lane already has enough speeding vehicles on it. Adding more traffic signs will
not alleviate this situation. Plus, if the density of units per hectare is allowed to increase
beyond the limit suggested in the Zoning By-law, then the situation only worsened.
4) The proposed height of the structure is almost double what the Zoning By-law allows. This
structure would dwarf the surrounding buildings and negatively impact the heritage of the
majestic churches and stately trees. Other projects in the area have added structures that are
within the limits set by the Zoning By-law and not caused this type of upheaval.
5) The request to reduce the size of the interior side yard to 1.5 metres is a safety concern. For
a structure that is even within the height limits of the Zoning By-law, such a small setback
would not allow firefights adequate safe access if an emergency were to occur. This also
reduces any area that could be used for water run-off and ground infiltration. It also would
create a claustrophobic atmosphere in the open spaces of Queen’s Square.
I support the new building initiatives in the Province to increase population density and try to
limit urban sprawl, however this proposed project is a bad fit for the area. The Zoning Bylaws are purposefully set out to control and mediate careful and sensible development.
Application No. A25/20 is not asking for minor variances and should not be allowed to move
forward in its current configuration.
Sincerely
Alan Sadowsky

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Elaine Brunn Shaw
Rachel Greene; Maria Skara
FW: Proposed Building at 16, 20-22 George St
Monday, July 20, 2020 10:25:08 AM

From: Noble, Darrin [mailto:
]
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2020 9:16 AM
To: Elaine Brunn Shaw
Subject: [External] RE: Proposed Building at 16, 20-22 George St

Thank you. I changed your letter slightly from what I sent Rachel last week.
From: Elaine Brunn Shaw <BrunnShawE@cambridge.ca>
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2020 8:36 AM
To: Noble, Darrin <
>
Subject: RE: Proposed Building at 16, 20-22 George St

CAUTION: External email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
Good morning
Your message has been received and will be shared with the Committee of
Adjustment.
Regards,
Elaine Brunn Shaw

This message, including any attachments, may contain information which is confidential
and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable law, and is intended only for the use of the
designated recipient(s) listed above. Any unauthorized use or disclosure is strictly prohibited.
If you are not the intended recipient, or have otherwise received this message by mistake,
please notify the sender by replying via email, and destroy all copies of this message, including
any attachments, without making a copy. Thank you for yourcooperation.
From: Noble, Darrin [mailto:
]
Sent: Sunday, July 19, 2020 5:50 PM
To: Elaine Brunn Shaw
Subject: [External] Proposed Building at 16, 20-22 George St

Greetings – just sharing letter I have previously submitted to Rachel Greene.
July 11, 2020
City of Cambridge
Community Planning Department
50 Dickson St.,
Cambridge, ON
Attention:
Rachel Greene
Secretary-Treasurer to the Committee of Adjustment
(519) 623-1340, x 4612
Greener@Cambridge. Ca
Dear Rachel,
Cc Pam Wolf, Mayor Kathryn McGarry
I am writing to express my significant concerns and opposition to the proposed construction of a 7
storey structure at 16, 20-22 George St. at the entrance to the Dickson Hill Heritage Conservation
District, a proposal which is out of compliance with by-law 150-85. As well, the structure has an
additional entrance onto Crescent Place, an uphill, blind corner, one-way street.
My significant concerns are shared with many in this community. These concerns are:
the structure height of 26 metres significantly exceeds the by-law of 15 metres and should not
be allowed to deviate above the by-law. This represents an extra 2-3 stories and would be
significantly taller than any building in the vicinity, contributing to higher density and traffic
than the by-law seeks to enforce
the entrance onto Crescent Place is a safety hazard for cars travelling up the hill, rounding the
corner and being surprised by parked cars, slowed cars and cars exiting and entering the
parking lot. The sightline is too short for safe vehicle traffic at a level higher than the current
volume. It will also increase vehicle traffic that exits the parking lot and travels in the wrong
direction, toward on-coming traffic at the blind bend of Crescent Place as is already a problem
despite a much lower level of traffic and density.
An additional safety concern is the proposed zero metre setback on George St. versus a bylaw of 4.5 metres. This will increase traffic congestion and risk of collisions from vehicles
stopping to enter the parking lot and vehicles coming out onto George St. A zero setback will
reduce visibility and not allow any deceleration/acceleration buffer.
It should be noted that the private amenity area is reduced to 601.9 square metres whereas
the zoning by-law requires 1,060 square metres. This is a significant reduction which
contributes to higher density than the by-law seeks to enforce. Also, side yard set backs are
proposed at 1.5 metres vs a by-law which requires 12 metres. This is another significant
variance. All of this speaks to significant density above the intention of the by-law which has
been determined in this Heritage Conservation District.
It should also be noted that parking spaces are not addressed in the information package and,
given the density, it is reasonable to believe that parking will not be adequate for the
proposed density resulting in additional street parking and traffic risk on both George St. and
Crescent Place.
Finally, it should be considered that this structure will diminish the architectural beauty of a

neighbourhood that it is historically and culturally important to this community. The nature
of the Dickson Hill Heritage Conservation District neighbourhood draws business owners and
families to settle in the area and it draws visitors to Galt.
On closing, I must say It is concerning to see the city consider this structure under the circumstances
of these by-law infringements, safety concerns and the negative architectural impact it will have on
this beautiful area of our city. I appeal to the planning committee and heritage preservation group
to reconsider this proposal.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. I will attend the July 22 meeting and will be available to
speak if required.
Darrin Noble

Darrin Noble
Vice President, Store Operations

This e-mail may contain privileged, private, proprietary or confidential information which is
intended only for the intended recipient. If you are not the intended recipient, or the person
responsible for delivering this message to the intended recipient, you are notified that any
dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have
received this communication in error, please reply with the notation "Received in Error" in the
subject line and delete the e-mail from your computer. Ce courriel renferme des
renseignements privilégiés, privés, exclusifs ou confidentiels et est destiné uniquement à
l’usage de la personne à laquelle il est adressé. S’il ne vous est pas destiné ou si vous n’avez
pas la responsabilité de le remettre à son destinataire, sachez que toute diffusion, distribution
ou reproduction en est strictement interdite. Si vous avez reçu ce courriel par erreur, veuillez
en informer l’auteur, en indiquant dans le champ «Objet :» la mention «Courriel reçu par
erreur», et le supprimer immédiatement.
This e-mail may contain privileged, private, proprietary or confidential information which is
intended only for the intended recipient. If you are not the intended recipient, or the person
responsible for delivering this message to the intended recipient, you are notified that any
dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have
received this communication in error, please reply with the notation "Received in Error" in the
subject line and delete the e-mail from your computer. Ce courriel renferme des
renseignements privilégiés, privés, exclusifs ou confidentiels et est destiné uniquement à
l’usage de la personne à laquelle il est adressé. S’il ne vous est pas destiné ou si vous n’avez
pas la responsabilité de le remettre à son destinataire, sachez que toute diffusion, distribution

ou reproduction en est strictement interdite. Si vous avez reçu ce courriel par erreur, veuillez
en informer l’auteur, en indiquant dans le champ «Objet :» la mention «Courriel reçu par
erreur», et le supprimer immédiatement.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Elaine Brunn Shaw
Rachel Greene; Maria Skara
RE: Protecting Queen"s Square
Monday, July 20, 2020 8:37:30 AM

Good morning
Your message has been received and will be shared with the Committee of
Adjustment.
Regards,
Elaine Brunn Shaw
From: Jim Beretta [mailto:jim@customerattraction.com]
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2020 8:19 AM
To: Elaine Brunn Shaw
Subject: [External] Protecting Queen's Square

Attention: BrunnShawE@cambridge.ca
We long term residents of Dickson Hill area and are very concerned about the proposed
development in Queen’s Square.
It would be difficult to articulate the particulars more clearly that Patrick Simmons and Dr. Tenki
outlined in their letters. So we would ask that you consider those legitimate points as more than
complaints of residents who oppose progress; but of those who have chosen this heritage
neighbourhood for its outstanding and unique features.
We have to protect Queen’s Square.
Respectfully,
Jim and Janet Beretta

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rachel Greene
Maria Skara
FW: [External] proposed 7 story building at 16,20-22 George St. North
Monday, July 20, 2020 9:40:55 AM

From:
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2020 9:40 AM
To: Rachel Greene; Pam Wolf
Subject: [External] proposed 7 story building at 16,20-22 George St. North

Attention: Karen Greene, Pam Wolf
I understand that there is a request for variances for a proposed 7 story building at 16,20-22 George
St. North (George & Crescent). I also understand that parts of the proposal exceed guidelines set
forth in current building code for this area of the city, including application for a 7 story height and
zero setback from sidewalk.
Please be advised that, as residents of this west galt community, we are against the building of highrise buildings in this area. The reasons for our objection are the same motivations for which the
building code includes these restrictions currently. Please do not approve the building of this highrise residence building(s).
As a further note, we feel let down by our council and planning department for the huge Cambridge
West Community Lands Development, that was previously approved, and is now in the process of
ruining the ambiance, character and environment of our west galt community, despite our multiple
objections over the past few years.
Please DO NOT allow the currently proposed high-rise residential building at at 16,20-22 George St.
North, and please maintain enforcement of our current zoning laws and associated building code.
/jim
Jim Russell

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Elaine Brunn Shaw
Pam Wolf; E_mayor; Rachel Greene; Maria Skara
RE: [External] JULY 22 6 P.M. Hearing for Variance to 16-20 George St. North - Please do not approve!!!
Monday, July 20, 2020 8:36:32 AM

Good morning
Your message has been received and will be shared with the Committee of Adjustment.
Regards,
Elaine Brunn Shaw
-----Original Message----From: KarenSuk-Patrick Sunday,
24 PM
To: E_mayor; Pam Wolf; Elaine Brunn Shaw; greener@cambrdige.ca
Subject: [External] JULY 22 6 P.M. Hearing for Variance to 16-20 George St. North - Please do not approve!!!
I am writing to express amy concern regarding the variance being asked for development at 16–20 George St.
North that i believe will significantly and negatively impact our very unique and beautify Queen’s Square and the
entrance to the historic Dickson Hill neighbourhood.
I have lived in this community for almost 18 years, and one of the things I love about this neighbourhood is the
beautiful walks downtown in and around this square. It makes us unique, and is an anchor for our downtown and
adjoining neighbourhoods. I am asking that the variance to the zoning restrictions not be waived. These zoning
restrictions are meant to preserve the unique traditional urban design of Galt, and allowing an increase rom 50 to
over 85 feet is not acceptable.. Building heights on properties abutting Queen’s Square are limited to the height of
Dickson Hill, 50 feet above George Street. Conventional building setbacks are also required to avoid overcrowding
and to preserve the genteel and generous feel of this part of the City. What the builder is asking for will
fundamentally change the look and feel of the neighbourhood and not only that, will have us looking at half of the
George St. Facade being an ugly blank parking garage wall. Surely we can do better - and I am also not in
agreement that the setback be reduced to less than 5 feet from 39feet.
There are many places where we want development including unique condo and housing opportunities, but this is
not the place to do it and is short-signted as we need to preserve what is unique to our small city for the future and to
help it prosper. Please do not allow or approve thee variance. I am very concerned. I am also concerned that this is
happening with short notice and when many people are on vacation. This does not okay and does not speak to
transparency or a true desire to get input, which I trust was not theintent.
Thank-you.
Karen Suk-Patrick

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rachel Greene
Maria Skara
FW: [External] Proposed "MINOR" variances file A25/20 16, 20-22 George St. N.
Monday, July 20, 2020 8:50:59 AM

Comments
From: Peter Johnson [mailto:
]
Sent: Friday, July 17, 2020 3:46 PM
To: Rachel Greene; Pam Wolf; E_mayor
Subject: [External] Proposed "MINOR" variances file A25/20 16, 20-22 George St. N.
Gooday,
I am contacting you collectively with hopes that you will each take the time to read my concerns about the
vairiances being proposed Application # A25/20 on George St. N. in Cambridge.
I am not opposed to having condos on this site however, I strongly believe that allowing for the proposed
variances will be a detriment to our Main Street, Queen's Square, Crescent Place and Dickson Hill
neighbourhood, a major focal point of our downtown core.
Increasing it's height to 85.3 ft and having zero frontal setbacks and 1.5m side-yard setbacks will have a
large visual imact on a historic and quaint neighborhood and will set the tone for future development in
the area. Our beautiful area that is contantly photographed, painted, included in backdrops of news/tv and
movies will lose this charm that is a huge part of this urban area in downtown Cambridge. A structure that
meets current zoning requirements could and will be appropriate if the design considers the
neighbourhood. It needs to be of scale.
I am a co-owner of a unit at
and wonder how the construction of such a large building will
affect the retaining wall and garage structure that exists there. Will the proposed building with variances
rest alongside of it? My view will now be blocked as it will most in the building, as well as many other
neighbouring properties. It will truly affect our gorgeous and unique Cambridge urban landscape.
I also have concerns regarding parking, entrance and exit, from a building with zero set-backs as this also
creates a safety issue and am assuming this is being addressed after having viewed a traffic study.
Borrowing from Pat Simmons, this is a "charming, unique, and well-preserved piece of urban design" and
scale must be adhered to, to preserve this. Please consider this letter in moving forward with the
applicant's request for 'minor' variances. These variances have a major impact. Again, please consider
scale.
Sincerely,

Patti Johnson

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Elaine Brunn Shaw
Rachel Greene; Maria Skara
FW: [External] Proposed Development Application 16-22 George St N
Monday, July 20, 2020 8:35:26 AM

From: Elaine Brunn Shaw
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2020 8:35 AM
To: 'Sue Hastings'
Subject: RE: [External] Proposed Development Application 16-22 George St N

Good morning
Your message has been received and will be shared with the Committee of
Adjustment.
Regards,
Elaine Brunn Shaw

From:
Sent: Sunday, July 19, 2020 4:26 PM
To: Elaine Brunn Shaw
Subject: [External] Proposed Development Application 16-22 George St N

Hello Elaine,
Please see below or concerns regarding the proposed development at 16-22 George St.
North.

Objection to proposed
development application A25/20
PLAN 473 BLK G PT LOTS 11 and
12, 16-22 George St N
Introduction
This communication is provided to register our objection to the proposed reference
development.
We believe that the proposed reference development and the variances made by the

planner/developer are not compatible with the surrounding area and pose several safety
concerns.

Objection 1
The planner/developer has requested a variance to the height restriction by-law which, if
granted, would allow for this building to dominate the surrounding area. The affected
location is in a Community Core Area of the city as defined in the consolidated official plan
of the City of Cambridge dated September 2018 (the “Official Plan”). We submit that the
requested variance does not meet at least two of the requirements of paragraph 2.6.1.6 of
the Official Plan:
Intensification within the built-up area will be planned and designed to:
support the cultural heritage of the area (s. 2.6.1.6(e); and
ensure an appropriate transition of built form to adjacent area (s. 2.6.1.6(g)).
The preservation of cultural heritage is further emphasised in the requirements for the
Growth Management of the Community Core Areas (Paragraph 2.6.3, specifically s. 2(f) and
s. 3(d)).

Objection 2
The planner/developer has requested a variance to the density provision in the by-law. The
Growth Management section of the Official Plan states that types and scales of
developments may be developed through Community Plans, Secondary Plans and other
supporting studies. We are not aware of any such studies and believe that they should be
necessary precursors to the approval of such a development. For example, to determine
whether the increased density is appropriate for the affected location.
Furthermore, the Official Plan caps a maximum height of five storeys, including aboveground parking (s. 2.8.3.3). We respectfully disagree with the statement in the notice of
application: “The building will be six and a half storeys on George Street and five and a half
storeys on Crescent Place”. It appears that the building will be six and a half storeys, but it
is not clear if these six and a half storeys include all necessary climate control equipment
and utilities. Regardless, this request does not appear in line with the exceptions allowed by
paragraph 10.16.2 of the Official Plan and is contrary to the recommendation of paragraph
10.16.3(a) where the applicant has requested decreased rather than increased setbacks.

Objection 3
The planner/developer has requested significant variances to the set-back provisions of the
by-law. Our objections here are similar to those of Objection 1 but in addition, we believe
that these variances, if granted, will result in traffic safety issues due to reduced visibility.
The proposed reference development property is adjacent to a 4-way stop and busy
crosswalk. The crosswalk is located next to Idea Exchange which encourages significant foot
traffic of all ages. Many drivers seem to have difficulty negotiating this junction, apparently
because of the East-West dogleg. Vehicles entering or exiting the building on the George St
side (where it is proposed that the set back be 0 m) will likely contribute to traffic and
safety management issues. It is also not clear from the available material if the George St
side would be used for docking access to support the commercial units at street level.
Again, this would be deemed a significant hazard with its location next to the busy
crosswalk.

Objection 4
The information provided suggests that ingress and egress to parking will be on the
Crescent Place side of the building. This will potentially exacerbate several traffic
management and safety issues:

1.
2.

3.

Vehicles turning into Crescent Place from George St enter into a blind corner. It
appears that the entrance/exits are coincident with this corner.
During severe winter weather, it is very often not possible to head north on Crescent
Place from a standing start. Vehicles entering Crescent Place from the proposed
development will most likely turn south, violating the one-way restrictions on
Crescent Place.
Vehicles exiting the proposed development that have a destination south of the
development will either:
1. Turn left on exit and violate the one-way restriction, or
2. Head north on Crescent Place and then use a laneway to head south. These are
small laneways not intended for higher traffic density.

Conclusion
We believe that the requested variances and the location of the proposed reference
development are not compatible with the surrounding areas and may result in several
safety concerns. The location of the proposed reference development is at the periphery of
an important heritage area. The proposed height and setback variances would dominate the
surrounding properties.
Additionally, it is our belief that property values in the area will be negatively affected by
this development. MPAC assessments of several properties in this area include an
adjustment for a “panoramic view”. While we respect that we have no right in law to this
view, it would appear that the property value is enhanced by this view and that this
enhancement is officially recognized through the MPAC assessment. The erection of an
85.3ft building will certainly have a negative effect on the “panoramic view”.
Sincerely,
Susan and Ian Hastings

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rachel Greene
Maria Skara
FW: [External] Please represent us
Monday, July 20, 2020 8:58:04 AM

From: Pam Wolf
Sent: Sunday, July 19, 2020 10:03 PM
To: Rachel Greene
Subject: Fwd: [External] Please represent us

Another objection for the Committee of Adjustment.
Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:
From: "
"<
Date: July 19, 2020 at 4:58:24 PM EDT
To: Pam Wolf <wolfp@cambridge.ca>
Subject: [External] Please represent us

>

Thank you Pam, for all the time and effort you put into representing our ward.
We would like to add our support to keep the proposed development for 16-20
George St N restricted to a height of 50 ft. This building needs to compliment the
existing neighbourhood not overshadow it.
Thanks for your attention,
Virginia and Jim Pearce
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Elaine Brunn Shaw
"Nancy Garrett"
Rachel Greene; Maria Skara
RE: [External] George St
Monday, July 20, 2020 8:34:11 AM

Good morning Ms. Garrett
Your message has been received and will be shared with the Committee of Adjustment.
Regards,
Elaine Brunn Shaw
-----Original Message----From: Nancy Garrett [mailto:
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2020 6:12 AM
To: Elaine Brunn Shaw
Subject: [External] George St

]

To the Director of Planning,
Please do not consider the changes to the three lots on George St across from the library. There are many reasons we
have height and setback restrictions. This project is asking for very different rules. The lack of setbacks and change
in height make it totally unsuitable for this location. The developer seeks to cram as much square footage on the lot
as physically possible. This is not the redevelopment the city of Cambridge and the neighbourhood want for this
location.
Sincerely
Nancy Garrett
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rachel Greene
Maria Skara
FW: [External] George St
Monday, July 20, 2020 8:58:44 AM

Comments
-----Original Message----From: Nancy Garrett [
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2020 6:17 AM
To: Rachel Greene
Subject: [External] George St

]

To the planner in Charge of the George St project,
This project is not suitable for this area and the requests for minor variances are not in keeping with the
neighbourhood.
To significantly change the setbacks and heights in that location would negatively impact pedestrians, traffic and the
vista the film industry desires. The changes are not minor. Please do not allow this project to go through as
proposed.
Sincerely
Nancy Garrett
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rachel Greene
Maria Skara
FW: [External] George St
Monday, July 20, 2020 8:59:01 AM

From: Pam Wolf
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2020 6:33 AM
To: Rachel Greene
Subject: Fwd: [External] George St

For the Committee of Adjustment
Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:
From: Nancy Garrett <
Date: July 20, 2020 at 6:01:28 AM EDT
To: Pam Wolf <wolfp@cambridge.ca>
Subject: [External] George St

>

Good Morning Pam,
I would like to voice my disapproval about the proposed variance changes to the
lots across the street from the library.
They are not minor variances and would significantly change the appearance of
the neighbourhood. To have no setback on George St would be an extremely rash
move. Pedestrian traffic would be endangered by potential traffic coming directly
on to the sidewalk. The change in height restriction would impact the vista of the
downtown.
Please do not consider these changes to this project. I do not feel they are in
keeping with the redevelopment of our city.
Sincerely
Nancy Garrett
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Elaine Brunn Shaw
Rachel Greene; Maria Skara
RE: [External] Queen"s Square and Dickson Hill Under Threat
Monday, July 20, 2020 8:37:00 AM

Good morning
Your message has been received and will be shared with the Committee of
Adjustment.
Regards,
Elaine Brunn Shaw
From: Patrick Simmons [mailto:psimmons@martinsimmons.ca]
Sent: Sunday, July 19, 2020 11:55 AM
To: Patrick Simmons
Subject: [External] Queen's Square and Dickson Hill Under Threat

Dear Friends of Downtown Cambridge,
A development has been proposed for 16-20 George Street North that will significantly and
negatively effect our beautiful and unique Queen’s Square and the entrance to the remarkable
Dickson Hill neighbourhood. The Committee of Adjustment has been asked to allow a very
high building with much reduced setbacks on this property. The effect of this on Queen’s
Square, one of Cambridge and Ontario’s best preserved pieces of traditional urban planning
will be devastating and irreversible.
Please help to stop this misguided project from proceeding in this form. Take the time to write
a quick note to the Mayor McGarry (Mayor@cambridge.ca), Ward 5 Councillor Pam Wolf
(wolfp@cambridge.ca), your own ward councillor, the Director of Planning
(BrunnShawE@cambridge.ca), and the planner in charge of the process
(greener@cambridge.ca), and/or register to speak to the committee. Only through direct
communication with staff and Council can we hope to make a difference.
Sometimes you don’t realize what you have until it is under threat. For over a century, this
charming park and public square has anchored not just West Galt but the City as a whole.
Queen’s Square is the centrepiece of what is the main urban planning structure for the City. It
is essentially a view corridor and axis from one side of downtown to the other, connecting the
two side of the river with the iconic Main Street bridge. It also forms the main retail precinct
and sets up entrances to the older residential neighbourhoods on either side of the river valley.
For good reason zoning restrictions are in place to preserve this remarkable and unique
example of traditional urban design. Building heights on properties abutting Queen’s Square
are limited to the height of Dickson Hill, 50 feet above George Street. Conventional building
setbacks are also required to avoid overcrowding and to preserve the genteel and generous feel
of this part of the City.
To maximize the number of units at 16-20 George Street North, the developer has asked for an

increase in building height from 50 feet to over 85 feet. They are not asking for a few feet to
allow them to build a more generous or interesting design, they are asking for an increase of
170%. This would create a building much higher than its neighbours and fundamentally
change the nature of Queen’s Square and the entrance to the Dickson Hill neighbourhood.
They are also asking to eliminate the setback from George Street allowing the development to
be built directly on the sidewalk’s edge. Half of this George Street facade would be a blank
parking garage wall and overhead doors. Unbelievably, they have also asked to reduce the
setback from the property to the south from 39 feet to less than 5 feet!
We would normally expect the Committee of Adjustment to reject these overly aggressive and
inappropriate requests from developers but it seems that Planning staff is inexplicably in
support. We all want increased density and development in our core areas and there are many
places where this kind of request should be approved. Queen’s Square and Dickson Hill are
not among them.
Attached is the developer’s application for these minor variances. The meeting to hear this
matter is this Wednesday July 22nd at 6pm. It is unfortunate that this is happening on such
short notice during the summer. This is a time when many people are on vacation and not in a
position to receive this information or act on it. This is all the more reason to make ourselves
heard. Please pass on this message to anyone else you feel will be concerned about this
unfortunate development. The more people we can recruit to write and speak against the
project, the less likely it will be to obtain committee and Council support. I urge you to get
involved.
Please take the time to review the material and express your concerns.
Many thanks,
Patrick Simmons

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Caroline Schmah
Pam Wolf; Rachel Greene; E_mayor
[External] Proposed Apartment Building at George N and North Square
Wednesday, July 15, 2020 5:22:24 PM

To whom it may concern
I have just become aware of this proposal. I was aware that something was planned for the
barren and neglected area across from the library and had hoped for a building which would
enhance the Square and the entrance to the Crescent.
This proposal, from what I can read of it on the small screen appears too tall, too overbearing,
quite dense, with a small amenity rooftop area and will have a heavy impact on traffic at the
curve of the Crescent.
The building at George South and Hood Street is 7 stories tall with an extended elevator shaft.
It sits currently in an open area and does not dominate its neighbourhood. It has always had
tidy greenery around it. When I try to place a building of similar height on the proposed site I
have difficulty seeing enhancement to our downtown area.
The height proposed will cause overshadowing, obscuring of views and be out of scale with all
the surrounding buildings.
Allowing this huge block to extend beyond the setbacks will be overpowering. We are not in
downtown Toronto where every scrap of land must be used. It will also make it difficult for
pedestrians waiting for the bus or to cross to the Library especially in inclement weather when
they are unable to avoid being splashed. Where all the other buildings are set back it will give
an unfriendly feeling to the corner.
I have nothing to say about the density except that it will add traffic to the Crescent at a curve
which is dangerous. And where is that traffic going to go in order to access downtown,
through the streets to the west? or are you proposing to make the Crescent two way?
Asking for more units but less amenity space seems strange to me. This rooftop area may be
overlooking its neighbours and possibly would project sound into their homes.
Just at this time I for one am weary of the noise and house shaking effects of building and
roadwork in this area.
I am hopeful that some changes can be made to create a friendly, welcoming, inscale building
to enhance the Square and compliment the library, church buildings and Dickson Hill., I do
appreciate the attempt to make the exterior attractive.
Regards
Caroline Schmah
35 Lansdowne Road North
Cambridge On

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Patricia Kittelsen
Rachel Greene
helge kittelsen
[External] request for increase in height of building
Wednesday, July 15, 2020 10:06:57 AM

July 14, 2020

Dear Ms. Greene;

We are writing to express our concern with regard to the proposal to increase the height of an apartment
building proposed at 16-22 George Street North.

Whereas we are sympathetic to the desire to increase density downtown, we feel strongly that a structure
of seven storeys in this location will be incongruous with its surroundings; the library, the buildings along
George Street and Queen Square itself.

Thank you for your consideration.

Yours truly,
Helge and Patricia Kittelsen

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rachel Greene; E_mayor; Pam Wolf
[External] Proposed construction 16, 20-22 George St. N.
Sunday, July 12, 2020 10:26:11 AM

Committee of Adjustment
July 12, 2020
Corporation of the City ofCambridge
50 Dickson St.,
Cambridge, Ontario
Attention: Rachel Greene, Secretary-Treasurer to the Committee of Adjustment
Cc: Mayor Kathryn McGarry, Pam Wolf
Ms. Greene,
I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed construction at 16, 20-22 George St. N.
The community of Dickson Hill is well-regarded for its historical beauty which has made it an
attractive place to live and for tourists to visit. I feel the proposed structure is far out of
keeping with the neighbourhood and would be the tallest building in its vicinity,
overshadowing much of the existing area and compromising the beauty and quaintness for
residents and tourists, alike.
I would like to address my concerns regarding each minor variance request in the proposal
which was distributed by the Community Development Department;
1. The proposed height of the construction is almost double the limit set out in the existing
zoning by-law. One of the purposes of this bylaw is to ensure some degree of
conformity with the existing neighbourhood. Allowing a new construction to exceed the
height limitation so greatly would block the sun from and overshadow neighbouring
buildings which have complied with the municipal by-laws.
2. The proposed density of units exceeds that which is set out in the current by-law which
raises safety concerns for residents. Increasing the unit-density will increase thenumber
of cars and the traffic in the area. Also, there remain questions as to whether there will
be adequate on-site parking for both the residents of the building and their guests.
Without enough on-site parking, we will see an increase in the number of vehicles
parked on the street, especially on Crescent Place, which is a one-way road with blind
corners. Very frequently, vehicles are seen travelling the wrong direction on this street.
Increasing the number of parked vehicles and decreasing the building setbacks will
impair visibility as one drives up Crescent Place towards Wentworth Ave. I fear this will
increase the risk of motor vehicle collisions and hamper the ability of emergency

vehicles to navigate this already-narrow one-way street.
3. The 0 metre setback on George St. N. with the proposed garage opening immediately
onto the sidewalk is an outright danger to pedestrians, many of whom are children
walking to school, the park, or even the Idea Exchange, which is directly across the
street and openly invites many children to the various programs they host. The setbacks
specified in the existing by-laws are there for reasons related to community safety.
Ignoring the existing front setback of 4.5 metres reduces visibility for drivers exiting the
proposed garage and is a danger to pedestrians. In addition, the current design will be a
liability to residents and owner(s) of the proposed building, as well as the City of
Cambridge, itself. In Canada, accidents are by far the number one cause of death in
children. Taking safety into account, I cannot see how this variance request could be
conscionably granted.
4. The by-law regarding the 12 metre interior side yard setback serves to avoid
overcrowding of buildings and people. Reducing this setback to 1.5 metres will
contribute to the overcrowding mentioned in point 2, as well as the visibility issue when
turning the blind corner on Crescent place as one drives up towards Wentworth
Avenue. In addition, it will reduce the space needed for emergency and service vehicles
to manoeuvre and park. Finally, such a major reduction in these setbacks will eliminate
healthy green spaces which contribute to neighbourhood beautification.
5. A reduction in the size of the private amenity area is concerning in the case of
overcrowding. Were there a fire, there need to be assurances that everyone would be
able to exit safely. Overcrowding could represent an impediment to this.
Although I support development in Cambridge, it should be in compliance with the existing bylaws which serve as a framework for fairness, community-consistency, and safety.
Sincerely,
Micheal Tenki
nnnnnnnnnnn
nnnnnnnnnn
nnnnnnnnnn

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Rachel Greene
Pam Wolf
[External] Re: 16-22 George St N - File A25/20: Objections to Application to Committee of Adjustment
Tuesday, July 14, 2020 2:23:38 PM

To:Rachel Greene
Planner/Secretary-Treasurer Committee of Adjustment
City of Cambridge
Community Development
Planning Services Division
Development Planning
Re: 16-22 George St N - File A25/20: Objections to Application to Committee of Adjustment
Dear Ms. Greene,
This email is to express our objections to the application for relief from the current height
limits and setbacks on this property.
The current zoning provides a very fair, reasonable and appropriate set of guidelines for
development of this site. Anything other than very minor concessions to the height and
setback rules would be inappropriate and have significant negative impacts on Queen’s
Square, the Dickson Hill neighbourhood, as well as individual nearby property owners.
The current zoning allows a building height of 15m. This is almost exactly the height of the
top of Dickson Hill immediately behind Crescent Place. Any structure that is less than 15m
would be appropriately scaled to the street, Queen’s Square and to the neighbourhood behind.
Anything exceeding this height would rise conspicuously above the surrounding context,
distracting from what is a charming, unique and well-preserved piece of urban design. Main
Street, the Main Street Bridge, Queen’s Square and Crescent Place, as well as the Dickson Hill
neighbourhood can be viewed as an unusually coherent and successful piece of city building.
This series of streets and spaces has fortunately been able to avoid being damaged by
redevelopment. Even relatively recent buildings such as the addition to the Public Library and
the Queen’s Square Terrace seniors residence have the scale and massing compatible with the
older urban fabric. Even a 15m high building at 16-22 George would be higher than most of
the buildings on George Street and those surrounding Queen’s Square, but would be
reasonably appropriate if designed well. A building higher than 15m would call attention to
itself and distract from one of our City’s most appealing pieces of urban fabric. A 26m high
building would simply be a permanent disfigurement to the area.
The gently curved Crescent Place and the broad, sloping lawn facing Queen’s Square and the
downtown beyond, present a unique and lovely backdrop to the core area. These features also
offer a genteel, well-preserved reminder of the way in which cities were conceived a hundred
and fifty years ago. Few cities in Canada have such unique and carefully crafted sections of
urban fabric. This can be appreciated even more so considering the way Crescent Place also
forms the entrance and ordering structure to the remarkable and beautiful Dickson Hill
neighbourhood beyond. Again, a 15m high building, appropriately set back from its property
lines, will do minimal harm to this composition. A higher building, crowded against its site
boundaries will distract and intrude on one of Cambridge’s most important urban spaces.

These impacts of a building taller than 15m, not appropriately set back from its property lines,
on the larger urban environment, are self-evident and would be very unfortunate. It goes
without saying that the immediate neighbours would be negatively affected to a much greater
degree. A building taller than 15m would block many of the views from the properties on the
top of Crescent Place.
Although this application is about setbacks and building height, it is also worth mentioning
that the excessive height and lack of setbacks on this project have pushed the limits of what
can reasonably developed on this property. In turn this has resulted in several problematic
aspects of the design. A building designed within the setbacks and below the height
restrictions would likely be better able to deal with the following issues:
1. The larger building that results from increased height and decreased setbacks requires
additional parking. The site, not being large enough for internal parking ramp system, will
require additional parking at a second level. This in turn requires problematic access to the
rear of the property from Crescent Place.
2. About half of the ground floor facade of the George Street elevation appears to be a blank
facade, presumably behind which is a parking garage. Decreasing the front yard setback to
zero maximizes the negative impact of this blank facade on George Street. Retaining even the
required 4.5m would provide a distance within which this blank facade could be screened with
landscaped treatment.
3. Similarly, the problematic location of the underground waste bins on George Street shown
on the site plan, within feet of passersby, is another byproduct of trying to fit too much on the
site and not having setbacks within which this function can take place.
4. The zero setback on George Street also locates the parking garage door immediately at the
front of the building, practically right on the sidewalk, creating an unsafe vehicular entrance
and exit scenario, especially on busy George Street. Again, adequate setbacks can provide
space on site within which to resolve issues such as this.
4. The request for a dramatic reduction of the interior side yard setback from 12m to 1.5m is
simply bizarre. I can’t imagine any scenario in which this would be acceptable for a seven
storey building, even considering the stepback at the sixth floor. A request for a reduction in
the interior side yard setback for a four storey building, with a stepback at the third floor might
be fair and reasonable. Again, this is a product of trying to squeeze an inappropriate amount of
building on the site.
In summary, we ask that you give our thoughts due consideration as you weigh this applicant's
request for relief from the current zoning setbacks and height restrictions.
Please let us know if you have any questions or if you would like this file in another format,
ie. pdf or Word file.
I have registered to speak to this file at next week’s meeting. I would be glad if you confirm
that my request to speak was received.
Sincerely,
Patrick Simmons

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

E_mayor; Pam Wolf; Rachel Greene
[External] Comments on Proposed Structure 16, 20-22 George St.
Saturday, July 11, 2020 11:01:59 PM
Proposed 7 storey structure 16, 20-22 George St.pdf

July 11, 2020
City of Cambridge
Community Planning Department
50 Dickson St.,
Cambridge, ON
Attention:
Rachel Greene
Secretary-Treasurer to the Committee of Adjustment
(519) 623-1340, x 4612
Greener@Cambridge. Ca
Dear Rachel,
Cc Pam Wolf, Mayor Kathryn McGarry
I am writing to express my significant concerns and opposition to the proposed construction of a 7 storey structure at
16, 20-22 George St. in the Dickson Hill Heritage Conservation District, a proposal which is out of compliance with
by-law 150-85. As well, the structure has an additional entrance onto Crescent Place, an uphill, blind corner, oneway street.
My significant concerns are shared with many in this community. These concerns are:
- the structure height of 26 metres significantly exceeds the by-law of 15 metres and should not be allowed to
deviate above the by-law. This represents an extra 2-3 stories and would be significantly taller than any building in
the vicinity, contributing to higher density and traffic than the by-law seeks to enforce
- the entrance onto Crescent Place is a safety hazard for cars travelling up the hill, rounding the corner and being
surprised by parked cars, slowed cars and cars exiting and entering the parking lot. The sightline is too short for
safe vehicle traffic at a level higher than the current volume. It will also increase vehicle traffic that exits the
parking lot and travels in the wrong direction, toward on-coming traffic at the blind bend of Crescent Place as is
already a problem despite a much lower level of traffic anddensity.
- An additional safety concern is the proposed zero metre setback on George St. versus a by-law of 4.5 metres.
This will increase traffic congestion and risk of collisions from vehicles stopping to enter the parking lot and
vehicles coming out onto George St. A zero setback will reduce visibility and not allow any
deceleration/acceleration buffer.
- It should be noted that the private amenity area is reduced to 601.9 square metres whereas the zoning by-law
requires 1,060 square metres. This is a significant reduction which contributes to higher density than the by-law
seeks to enforce. Also, side yard set backs are proposed at 1.5 metres vs a by-law which requires 12 metres. This is
another significant variance. All of this speaks to significant density above the intention of the by-law which has
been determined in this Heritage Conservation District.
- It should also be noted that parking spaces are not addressed in the information package and, given the density, it
is reasonable to believe that parking will not be adequate for the proposed density resulting in additional street
parking and traffic risk on both George St. and Crescent Place.
- Finally, it should be considered that this structure will diminish the architectural beauty of a neighbourhood that
it is historically and culturally important to this community. The nature of the Dickson Hill Heritage Conservation
District neighbourhood draws business owners and families to settle in the area and it draws visitors to Galt.
On closing, I must ask: Why do we have by-laws, heritage committees and conservation districts if a builder can
come along and add 2-3 stories onto a site that is not fit for it? It is disappointing to see the city consider this
structure under the circumstances of these by-law infringements and the resulting safety concerns.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. I will attend the July 22 meeting and will be available to speak if

required.
Darrin Noble

To:Rachel Greene
Planner/Secretary-Treasurer Committee of Adjustment
City of Cambridge
Community Development
Planning Services Division
Development Planning

Re: 16-22 George St N - File A25/20: Objections to Application to Committee of Adjustment
Cc: Mayor Katherine McGarry, Councillor Pam Wolf
Dear Ms. Greene,

We are writing this email to voice our objections to the application for minor variance from zoning
bylaw 150-85 at 16, 20-22 George Street North.
We have lived at
for 23
years. We are concerned with each of the 5 minor variances and do not consider them minor. The
impact on the view both from and to Dickson Hill area would be detrimental.
1. Regarding the height variance, though there are buildings on George Street over 5 stories,they
do not impact the view of the area from below and above Dickson Hill as significantly as the
proposed project.
2 We are concerned about the impact increased density will have on the volume of traffic on an
already busy George St. The turn from George onto Crescent Place is a blind turn and trying to
get up the hill on Crescent Place in the winter is already challenging with snow and ice without
taking into account the traffic from six garage doors that are depicted on the design of the
building. From years of experience in the winter you have to take a run at the hill to get up and if
someone is pulling out of the garage that will be an accident waiting to happen. There is
question as to whether there is guest parking provided indoors, if not, then added cars parked
on a one-way narrow street with six garage doors just does not sound practical or sensible.
Many cars already go down the one-way street the wrong way, disregarding the one way signs.
In the years we have lived in our house people are constantly running the stop sign at the corner
of Lansdowne and Wentworth and this will only get worse with the increase in traffic volume
forced up the hill as there is no other route from the six garage doors. We are also concerned
about the ability for Emergency Services to be able to navigate Crescent Place in the event of an
emergency with additional cars parked on the already narrow one-way street with six garage
doors.
3 The front yard set back of 0m (0ft) with the proposed large garage door opening directly onto
the sidewalk is very concerning for the safety of pedestrians. The Idea Exchange is directly
across the street from the proposed project and many Dickson Hill residents, both children and
adults, walk there on a regular basis for activities and to pick up books. In addition, many
Dickson Hill residents walk to the Galt downtown core for meals, banking and walks to enjoy the
scenic downtown. We have been getting more snow each year and the snow plow just deposits
the snow on the sidewalk. If the garage door opens directly onto the sidewalk where will
pedestrians walk?

4

The interior side yard setback of 1.5m versus 12m makes no sense and will lead to
overcrowding. By-laws were established to serve as framework for fairness, communityconsistency and safety. This huge variance does not seem in keeping with our previously
established by-laws.

5

Private amenity area should meet the by-law unless it has a valid reason to besmaller.

Finally, the special views of the area, Galt Core, Dickson Hill and Queens Square are often used as a
movie set due to their historical nature, architecture and charm. To change these historic views with the
proposed height and lack of setbacks of this project may irrevocably impact the charm and attraction of
the film industry as well as tourism.
We support development in Cambridge and recognize a project must go forward, however the bylaws
should be especially adhered to in this sensitive historical area.
Please do not hesitate to contact us should you have any questions or require further clarification.
Sincerely,
Janet and Peter

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

h
Rachel Greene
E_mayor; Pam Wolf
[External] Proposed Construction 16, 20-22 George St N
Monday, July 13, 2020 4:55:42 PM

Committee of Adjustment
July 13, 2020
Ms Greene

We are writing to express grave concern over the proposed construction at 16, 20-22 George St N
How can 5 variances to current bylaws be ok? If you let these go this time, will that just open the door for total neglect the the bylaws in
in Dickson Hill area?
A 7 storey building at the “gates” to one of the cities most historic and photographed neighbourhoods isn’t right.
This would be a very imposing building, being too close to the sidewalk and neighbouring buildings. Would that enhance our cenotaph
area and downtown? Let’s not have a concrete jungle.
AND what about the traffic that this building will produce? The Crescent hill is no ordinary hill. In winter especially, it would be a
driving hazard to have to stop for traffic on the hill where the 6 garage doors open onto it. Every day for years ( our family has been here
for 70 ) you can see at least once a day, a car read the do not enter sign and proceed down the wrong way. This garage area is also
infringing on an historic area.
We understand that the city must move forward. After all, we are bordered by the Dobbie property and the new apartment building on
George St. and are thankful that the building is no higher than it is.
You neglected to send us a notification of this proposal when we are so close to it. I assure you that the added traffic will have a big
impact on our lives.
And if we need a firetruck or ambulance, will there be quick access to our home? Will there be parking on the hill?
Surely there can be compromise for the downtown area and the preservation of this beautiful neighbourhood and its safety.
Sincerely
Kathy Smith

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Pam Wolf
Rachel Greene
Re: [External] Application. A25/20 July 22/20
Sunday, July 12, 2020 4:14:18 PM

Hi Klaus,
I agree with you. This application is going before our Committee of Adjustment not Council. I will ask staff to read
your comments as part of the procedure to the Committee of Adjustment.
Respectfully,
Pam Wolf
Sent from my iPhone
> On Jul 12, 2020, at 2:39 PM,
wrote:
>
> Dear Councillor Wolf,
>
> This application has come to my attention and I find the requested variances 1-5
> unsupportable considering the location of the project to the vicinity of the Cenotaph
> visually overpowering our Heritage monument.
> It is bad enough with the existing ordinances to place such structures which alters the
> appearance of the area negatively.Four or Sixplexes would be bettersuited.
> Approving the requested variances are bound to be detrimental(foreseen/unforeseen)
> Ie. foot traffic, street litter,vagrancy at lthe cenotaph.
> Having lived in Galt since 1967 it would sadden me to see our attractive city core transformed thus,
> in particular George Street and adjacent areas into nondescript high rise blocks.
> I urge the council to reject the applicants request.
>
>
>
> Sincerely
> Klaus S.
>
>
>
>

From:
To:

Rachel Greene
Maria Skara

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Rachel Greene
Pam Wolf; E_mayor
[External] Proposed construction at 16, 20-22 George St. N.
Monday, July 13, 2020 1:48:08 PM

City of Cambridge Community Planning Department
50 Dickson St., Cambridge, ON
Attention: Rachel Greene
Secretary-Treasurer to the Committee of Adjustment
(519) 623-1340, x 4612
Greener@Cambridge. Ca
Attention: Rachel Greene, Secretary-Treasurer to the Committee of Adjustment
Cc: Mayor Kathryn McGarry, City Councillor Pam Wolf
Dear Rachel,
I am writing today to express my opposition to the proposed construction of a 7 storey structure at 16, 20-22 George
Street.
Situated in the Dickson Hill Heritage Conservation District and adjacent to historically significant Queen's Square
and the beautifully designed Library(IdeaExchange), this project would not only be out of keeping with the
aesthetics of the surrounding neighbourhoods and streetscapes, but also has the potential to put residents, tourists
and local traffic at risk due to currently proposed setbacks(or lack of), driveway entrances, building height and
building density.
From building size and vehicle access, to parking, setback distance, and heritage area integrity, much of the above
concerns can be referenced to, and supported by current by-lawguidance.
As a rule, I am in favour of development in the Galt core, but there are exceptions to every rule and this should be
one of them. A building of this size and design should not be located near the corner of Crescent Place and George
Street.
Thank you for the opportunity to voice my concerns and for your attention to this very important issue. Let’s keep
Galt’s beauty intact and ensure that progressive initiatives are thoughtfully planned for current and future
generations to enjoy.
Cheers,
Scott Bradford

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rachel Greene
Maria Skara
FW: [External] Regarding a proposed 7 story building at 16,20-22 George St. North
Monday, July 20, 2020 12:05:39 PM

From: Jessica Montague March [mailto:
]
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2020 12:04 PM
To: Rachel Greene; Tyler March
Subject: [External] Regarding a proposed 7 story building at 16,20-22 George St. North

Hi Karen,
A quick note to say that my husband (cc'd) and I will be tuning in on the 22nd regarding this
proposed building. We wildly object to the current proposal. As residents of West Galt, and
owners in 26 Wentworth, it's so clear to us that this building doesn't fit the aesthetic of the area
-- and it's clear to the developer too, who requires so many variances in order to pull this off.
Please consider our quaint downtown and the current heritage elements of 16 George Street
(property of interest), as well as falling within the Dickson Hill catchment which is a
conservation district. Of course the views of the surrounding homes/sightline in the area, as
well. It is currently an absolute picture-perfect view to stand at the bridge and look past the
fountain and up toward Crescent Place to see the century homes set up on the hill. Height
restrictions, designations and setbacks are in place for a reason.
Thank you!
-Jessica Montague March

From:
To:

Rachel Greene
Maria Skara

Subject:
Date:

FW: [External] 16-20 George Street North
Monday, July 20, 2020 12:23:39 PM

From: Judy Welsh [mailto:
]
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2020 12:23 PM
To: E_mayor; Pam Wolf; BrunnShaw@cambridge.ca; Rachel Greene
Cc: Judy Welsh
Subject: [External] 16-20 George Street North

I agree that the city needs densification but the changes requested by developers, setbacks,
height increases and poor architectural design of new buildings in the downtown core are
becoming the norm. It seems the public is not informed, and every month or so a new non
conforming development is thrown at the public to react to within a few days notice. If only
the city had an overall plan so developers could buy into an already planned city, like
Chattanooga or Portland, building approvals in place and developers could buy the ‘whole’
project and start at once.
Judy Welsh

From:
To:

Rachel Greene
Maria Skara

Subject:
Date:

FW: Proposal for 16-20 George Street North
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 12:11:31 PM

From: Braden Bennett [mailto:
]
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 12:08 PM
To: Pam Wolf; E_mayor; Elaine Brunn Shaw; Rachel Greene
Subject: [External] Proposal for 16-20 George Street North

Hello,
This is an open letter to all those at the of City of Cambridge planning Department and the Council
regarding the proposed development. I can not but help fee that this is a gross attempt at
development without taking into context the surrounding area and neighbourhood that it is placed
in. A request for one story in addition to the current zoning is certainly considered an amendment,
but this proposal is far outside what is in the spirit of the setting.
Increased density is taking placed with the revised Gaslight District and surrounding higher
development which is a fitting anchor to the development above the weir. I see these building as
fitting spatially and the in context at either end of the developments along the river. This leaves the
historic core of Cambridge in place with Queen’s Square, the spires and a focus on the residential
areas of East and West Galt.
I am fully opposed to this development as proposed as a resident within the area on
Regards,
Braden Bennett

From:
To:

Rachel Greene
Maria Skara

Subject:
Date:

FW: 16-20 George Street North Building Proposal
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 8:35:57 AM

From: Dan Clements [mailto:
]
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 7:38 AM
To: Pam Wolf
Cc: Kathryn McGarry; Elaine Brunn Shaw; Rachel Greene
Subject: [External] 16-20 George Street North Building Proposal

Hi Pam,
Good morning, hope you are doing ok.
I’ve read about opposition to this development and visited the location for a look. I’m no expert for
sure but frankly I don’t see what the concerns are about.
Yes, its design is close to the sidewalk but so is the library directly across the street. It’s not that close
to the cenotaph and it’s at the bottom of the hill leading to the Dickson Hill neighbourhood, not
actually in it.
Paramount to me is that we desperately need more people living in the core, this will help with that.
As for the height, it seems to me that we must develop UP in the core to attain the densities we
really need.
It may not be perfect but what is?
My two cents.
Stay well!
Dan Clements

Improving the future of Cambridge as a community

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rachel Greene
Maria Skara
FW: [External] Re: Proposed Application A 25/20 for 16, 20/22 George Street North
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 11:34:33 AM

From: Hugh Thompson [mailto:
]
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 11:34 AM
To: Pat Melady
Cc: Bill Bennett; E_mayor; Pam Wolf; Donna Reid; Mike Devine; Mike Mann; Nicholas Ermeta; Jan
Liggett; Shannon Adshade; Hardy Bromberg; Elaine Brunn Shaw; Rachel Greene; Braden Bennett;
Jennifer Houghton; Mark Steenge; Karin Steenge; Nick Mills; Nicola Melchers; Jeff Matyas; TIM TANZ;
John Bell; Dian Bell; joan fisk; Bryan Fisk;
Doherty, John;
Bryan
Cooper
Subject: [External] Re: Proposed Application A 25/20 for 16, 20/22 George Street North

For Mayor, Council, and Planning Staff,
Is this an example of a collective .. look the other way..a simple
abandonment of the duty of care.
Who, among you, think this is alright ? No problem., perfectly fine.
Please revisit this entire proposal, think about the damage to our quality of life, our
quiet enjoyment, and remember who you serve.
Hugh Thompson
Hugh Thompson

From: Bill Bennett
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2020 3:27 PM
To: 'Mayor@cambridge.ca' <Mayor@cambridge.ca>; 'wolfp@cambridge.ca'
<wolfp@cambridge.ca>
Cc: '
<
Subject: FW: Proposed Application A 25/20 for 16, 20/22 George Street North
Dear Mayor and City Council:

Re: 16, 20-22 George Street North
The Square, the Streets, the Structure, the Green, the Landscape......................... The
Site
Queen’s Square is a treasure, unique to Ontario, a Cambridge community center of activity

bordering on the Grand since the early founding. The Square combines a mix of building
types and sizes that has changed and evolved over a long time gone, but, with scale and
continuity for the private and public realms, that is authentic, scenic, inspiring and vibrant.
The edges of the Grand River were the old industrial mill district, with workers’ housing on
The Streets about The Square or in close proximity which now has the potential to be
reborn. The river runs through the city centers with some networks beginning to link
shopping, restaurants, libraries, offices and housing while integrating Cambridge’s public
and private realms
The nationally historic and designated Grand River, passes near the edge of The Square
with its flowing fountain, ceremonial Green, residential, public and commercial structures

including two splendid, spired, stone churches, all shared by the Cambridge community,
visiting relatives, tourists whether walking, biking, hiking or driving by or ‘round The
Square.
Perched above The Square is in the Dickson Hill Heritage District. A hillside neighborhood
with character unique in Canada. There from the crescent is a community of mixed housing,
lamps, lawns, lanes, distinct landscapes with views across The Square to the City. The
houses sit on and respond to the natural landscaped terrain, rather than carved into it which
seek to preserve the surrounding vegetation. The houses are complimented by secondary
structures and porches to create a community of architecture. Sizes vary, styles include
Victorian, Colonial Revival, Shingle, both old and new overlooking the Village Vernacular
of the mixed-use Structures of The Square and surrounding the Streets below.
It is my feeling, on reviewing the six page Application A 25/20 for 16, 20/22 George
Street North, that this IS NOT A MINOR VARIENCE. It lacks any sense of contextual
content of the Designated Conservation District Community of Architecture, in which it is
proposed to be located!
REVIEW SUMMARY
1. HEIGHT:
The Square visually has a relatively consistent height of The Structures related to their
purpose surrounding it and on The Streets adjoining, highlighted by spires.
Building from 15m (49.5’) to 26M (85.3’) is a 73% 11m (36.1’) increase, 3 stories
above the existing By-law and IS NOT A MINOR VARIENCE.
2. DENSITY:
I do not oppose mixed-use developments to increase in town housing in the Galt Core
Areas, There are many good Regeneration examples being designed and have been built.
This Big Building IS NOT A MINOR VARIENCE.
3. FRONT YARD SETBACK:
There isn’t any landscaping shown, or possible, to reflect The Street character of the
community surrounding. The only trees are rendered at 85 feet above the street!
The proposed 0 m setback IS NOT A MINOR VARIENCE.
4. INTERIOR SIDEYARD SETBACKS
The proposed 87.5% reduction from 12m to 1.5m on both sides of the site seems
unreasonable! The 1 ½ storey, yellow brick house on the corner of 14 George Street and
Crescent Place will be lost, overwhelmed! Any potential for concealed garage doors to
access parking will be lost and traffic and service vehicles will access directly onto the
sidewalk from the large garage door shown on the George Street Elevation or the additional
six garage (6) garage doors shown accessing Crescent Place! What will be the impact of
traffic, service vehicles and garbage trucks entering or exiting the proposed 43 unit multi-

residential building, have on the narrow, steeply sloped Crescent Place and the Dickson Hill
Heritage Conservation District it currently serves?
The two Elevations and plans do not shown the proposed building in context to The
Structures beside it, The Streets, The Square or the Landscape. This IS NOT A MINOR
VARIENCE.
5. PRIVATE AMENITY
Without a nod to The Square, no Landscape showing on Crescent Place or George Street, a
base wall 6.5m (21’) high at grade without: scale; shade; shadow or sense for place, above
rises an additional 19.5m (64’) or six stories without side yards, a large paved area behind,
I assume, for service space and garbage pickup off Crescent Place. A Private Amenity is
85’ above The Street, on the roof, solely for private use of the 43 units, a 45% reduction by
the existing By-law, but more importantly to my thinking, no amenity is proposed for the
public realm, the neighborhood or the greater Community of Cambridge!
This proposed structure is not in the Spirit of The Site, The Square, The Street or The
Landscape, all of which is located in the “Dickson Hill Heritage Conservation District
which applies to the publicly owned property in the vicinity.” IS NOT A MINOR
VARIENCE.

Thank you for reviewing my concerns, please share them with City Council, Staff and The
Committee of Adjustment Members.

Sincerely

William Bennett & Mary Beaton

FOOTNOTE.
A sustainable Community…”is realized by the deliberate assembly of streets, blocks,
buildings…and landscapes. In a community tradition, the cutting of a grid is the first
presence of urban structure…patterns…in landscape. In this act of making a place, space is
allocated for both public and private use for a…community of architecture and

landscape…and open space.
“This very simple…model has been virtually abandoned in recent years. For the last half
century, the building of the public realm has been handled with little regard for those it
serves and for the quality of life that it generates. Increasingly architecture has become the
instrument of excessive self-expression. Induvial buildings are often conceived as solely
private, self-referential objects incapable of generating the public realm. Conversely, our
public regulation system of zoning that controls the growth of… has become overly verbal
and complicated and incapable of accurately guiding physical form (especially because
everything is negotiable). Zoning conflates issues of use, density, and form to such an extent
it has spawned the unpredictability and visual chaos typical of the city. Moreover,
transportation-dominated infrastructure engineering has so preferred the accommodation
of the car over human beings, that the intended users of the public realm have been driven
out. What many confuse as an unregulated and unfriendly urban landscape is actually the
result of wrongly coded and uncritical design.”*
*Elizabeth Moule & Stefanos Polyzoides Essay: The Street, the Block and the Building in Author Peter Katz “The New
Urbanism”

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rachel Greene
Maria Skara
FW: [External] Application No.: A25/20 16-22 George Street North
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 8:35:07 AM

From: John Rock [mailto:
]
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 8:15 AM
To: Rachel Greene
Subject: [External] Application No.: A25/20 16-22 George Street North

Dear Rachel,
My name is John Rock, owner of
. which is the legal owner of the property
located at
, Cambridge Ontario
I have concerns regarding the proposal for minor variances of Application A25/20.
Item #3:
Front yard setback should be maintained at 14.7 ft. for snow clearing and green space.
Item #4:
Interior side yard setbacks should be maintained at 39.4ft but in no way 4.9ft. This is too close to our
1892 stone foundation structure.
The only other concern I have is the driveway access from The Crescent Place. This is a “one way”
street and the driveway should be pointed to the one way direction of the street. I am very
concerned about the traffic coming around the corner from George Street up to the Crescent. This
could be a hazardous location for driving out of the parking lot, especially if the residents attempt to
turn left to get to George Street, instead of driving up and around.
Thank you.
John Rock

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rachel Greene
Maria Skara
FW: [External] New development on George St.
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 8:39:05 AM

From: Marion Whistance [mailto:
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2020 6:09 PM
To: Rachel Greene
Subject: [External] New development on George St.

]

I think this proposed building is far too big for this area. Queens Square is a very beautiful
area which we are all proud of. Why do we need a building of this size right opposite the
library? Traffic is busy enough at this intersection. Seems to me that greedy landlords are
blind to this lovely area of our town. Please reconsider allowing this to go ahead. Marion
Whistance.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rachel Greene
Maria Skara
FW: [External] Proposed construction 16, 20-22 George St. N.
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 11:33:09 AM

-----Original Message----From: Michele Anania [mailto:
]
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 11:33 AM
To: Rachel Greene
Cc: Pam Wolf; E_mayor; Elaine Brunn Shaw; Dad
Subject: [External] Proposed construction 16, 20-22 George St. N.
I am writing to you with regards to application no. A25/20 (subject property: 16,20-22 George St N). This proposed
application to adjust the zoning bylaws 150-85 would be detrimental to the beauty and historical charm of this West
Galt neighbourhood as well as various safety impacts.
The City of Cambridge has designated Dickson Hill as part of its Heritage Conservation District Plan. A building
height of 26m would dramatically impact the sight lines of this historic area. We must not forget the goal of this
plan is to recognize and promote the cultural heritage significance of Dickson Hill.
In recent years Cambridge has seen an increase in tourism. The proposed changes to the bylaws would have a
devastating impact on the breathtaking views currently enjoyed by so many residents and tourists undertaking the
Heritage Walking Tour.
The safety concerns regarding the increased traffic in the area along Crescent Place could have serious
consequences. Currently Crescent Place is a one way street and residents of the new proposed building would need
to exit heading north/west towards Landsdowne Road. The potential for vehicle traffic to access the other parts of
the city would require them to head south on Landsdowne Road creating the temptation to cut through the lane way
between Wentworth Ave and Salisbury Ave. This increased traffic and the speed of that traffic creates serious
safety concerns for our children and other pedestrians.
It is very important to conserve one of the most historic and unique parts of the City of Cambridge and also maintain
the safety standards we have a right to.
Regards,
Michele and Guy Anania

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rachel Greene
Maria Skara
FW: [External] RE: Proposed Application A 25/20 for 16, 20/22 George Street North
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 11:13:47 AM

From: Pat Melady [mailto:
]
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 11:13 AM
To: 'Bill Bennett'; E_mayor; Pam Wolf; Donna Reid; Mike Devine; Mike Mann; Nicholas Ermeta; Jan
Liggett; Shannon Adshade
Cc: Hardy Bromberg; Elaine Brunn Shaw; Rachel Greene; 'Braden Bennett'; 'Jennifer Houghton'; 'Mark
Steenge'; 'Karin Steenge'; 'Nick Mills'; 'Nicola Melchers'; 'Jeff Matyas'; 'TIM TANZ'; 'John Bell'; 'Dian Bell';
'joan fisk'; 'Bryan Fisk';
; 'Doherty, John';
Bryan Cooper
Subject: [External] RE: Proposed Application A 25/20 for 16, 20/22 George Street North

July 22, 2020
Dear Mayor and Council,
Preservation of the Queen’s Square and immediate vicinity has been a stated priority of this Council
and predecessor Councils.
Allowing this application A 25/20 and development at 20 George Street North is quite simply
‘abandonment of Cambridge’s built heritage’.
Please have the courage and conviction necessary to preserve and enhance Cambridge and the built
heritage entrusted to our City.
Kindest Regards,
Patrick J. Melady

From: Bill Bennett [mailto:bbennett@langdonhall.ca]
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2020 3:27 PM
To: 'Mayor@cambridge.ca' <Mayor@cambridge.ca>; 'wolfp@cambridge.ca' <wolfp@cambridge.ca>
Cc: 'brombergh@cambridge.ca' (brombergh@cambridge.ca) <brombergh@cambridge.ca>; Elaine
Brunn Shaw (BrunnShawE@cambridge.ca) <BrunnShawE@cambridge.ca>; 'greener@cambridge.ca'
<greener@cambridge.ca>;

'

'
Subject: FW: Proposed Application A 25/20 for 16, 20/22 George Street North
Dear Mayor and City Council:

Re: 16, 20-22 George Street North

The Square, the Streets, the Structure, the Green, the Landscape ............... The Site
Queen’s Square is a treasure, unique to Ontario, a Cambridge community center of activity
bordering on the Grand since the early founding. The Square combines a mix of building types
and sizes that has changed and evolved over a long time gone, but, with scale and continuity
for the private and public realms, that is authentic, scenic, inspiring and vibrant. The edges of
the Grand River were the old industrial mill district, with workers’ housing on The Streets
about The Square or in close proximity which now has the potential to be reborn. The river
runs through the city centers with some networks beginning to link shopping, restaurants,
libraries, offices and housing while integrating Cambridge’s public and private realms
The nationally historic and designated Grand River, passes near the edge of The Square with
its flowing fountain, ceremonial Green, residential, public and commercial structures including
two splendid, spired, stone churches, all shared by the Cambridge community, visiting
relatives, tourists whether walking, biking, hiking or driving by or ‘round The Square.
Perched above The Square is in the Dickson Hill Heritage District. A hillside neighborhood with
character unique in Canada. There from the crescent is a community of mixed housing, lamps,
lawns, lanes, distinct landscapes with views across The Square to the City. The houses sit on
and respond to the natural landscaped terrain, rather than carved into it which seek to
preserve the surrounding vegetation. The houses are complimented by secondary structures
and porches to create a community of architecture. Sizes vary, styles include Victorian,
Colonial Revival, Shingle, both old and new overlooking the Village Vernacular of the mixeduse Structures of The Square and surrounding the Streets below.
It is my feeling, on reviewing the six page Application A 25/20 for 16, 20/22 George Street
North, that this IS NOT A MINOR VARIENCE. It lacks any sense of contextual content of the
Designated Conservation District Community of Architecture, in which it is proposed to be

located!
REVIEW SUMMARY
1. HEIGHT:
The Square visually has a relatively consistent height of The Structures related to their
purpose surrounding it and on The Streets adjoining, highlighted by spires.
Building from 15m (49.5’) to 26M (85.3’) is a 73% 11m (36.1’) increase, 3 stories above
the existing By-law and IS NOT A MINOR VARIENCE.
2. DENSITY:
I do not oppose mixed-use developments to increase in town housing in the Galt Core
Areas, There are many good Regeneration examples being designed and have been
built.
This Big Building IS NOT A MINOR VARIENCE.
3. FRONT YARD SETBACK:
There isn’t any landscaping shown, or possible, to reflect The Street character of the
community surrounding. The only trees are rendered at 85 feet above the street!
The proposed 0 m setback IS NOT A MINOR VARIENCE.
4. INTERIOR SIDEYARD SETBACKS
The proposed 87.5% reduction from 12m to 1.5m on both sides of the site seems
unreasonable! The 1 ½ storey, yellow brick house on the corner of 14 George Street
and Crescent Place will be lost, overwhelmed! Any potential for concealed garage
doors to access parking will be lost and traffic and service vehicles will access directly
onto the sidewalk from the large garage door shown on the George Street Elevation or
the additional six garage (6) garage doors shown accessing Crescent Place! What will
be the impact of traffic, service vehicles and garbage trucks entering or exiting the
proposed 43 unit multi-residential building, have on the narrow, steeply sloped
Crescent Place and the Dickson Hill Heritage Conservation District it currently serves?
The two Elevations and plans do not shown the proposed building in context to The
Structures beside it, The Streets, The Square or the Landscape. This IS NOT A MINOR
VARIENCE.
5. PRIVATE AMENITY
Without a nod to The Square, no Landscape showing on Crescent Place or George
Street, a base wall 6.5m (21’) high at grade without: scale; shade; shadow or sense for
place, above rises an additional 19.5m (64’) or six stories without side yards, a large
paved area behind, I assume, for service space and garbage pickup off Crescent Place.
A Private Amenity is 85’ above The Street, on the roof, solely for private use of the 43
units, a 45% reduction by the existing By-law, but more importantly to my thinking, no
amenity is proposed for the public realm, the neighborhood or the greater Community
of Cambridge!
This proposed structure is not in the Spirit of The Site, The Square, The Street or The
Landscape, all of which is located in the “Dickson Hill Heritage Conservation District

which applies to the publicly owned property in the vicinity.” IS NOT A MINOR
VARIENCE.
Thank you for reviewing my concerns, please share them with City Council, Staff and The
Committee of Adjustment Members.
Sincerely
William Bennett & Mary Beaton

FOOTNOTE.
A sustainable Community…”is realized by the deliberate assembly of streets, blocks, buildings…and
landscapes. In a community tradition, the cutting of a grid is the first presence of urban
structure…patterns…in landscape. In this act of making a place, space is allocated for both public and
private use for a…community of architecture and landscape…and open space.
“This very simple…model has been virtually abandoned in recent years. For the last half century, the
building of the public realm has been handled with little regard for those it serves and for the quality
of life that it generates. Increasingly architecture has become the instrument of excessive selfexpression. Induvial buildings are often conceived as solely private, self-referential objects incapable
of generating the public realm. Conversely, our public regulation system of zoning that controls the
growth of… has become overly verbal and complicated and incapable of accurately guiding physical
form (especially because everything is negotiable). Zoning conflates issues of use, density, and form
to such an extent it has spawned the unpredictability and visual chaos typical of the city. Moreover,
transportation-dominated infrastructure engineering has so preferred the accommodation of the car
over human beings, that the intended users of the public realm have been driven out. What many
confuse as an unregulated and unfriendly urban landscape is actually the result of wrongly coded and
uncritical design.”*
*Elizabeth Moule & Stefanos Polyzoides Essay: The Street, the Block and the Building in Author Peter Katz “The New Urbanism”

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rachel Greene
Maria Skara
FW: [External] Question
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 11:28:41 AM

-----Original Message----a]
From: Paula [mailto:
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2020 1:16 PM
To: Rachel Greene
Subject: [External] Question
What recourse do we, as Cambridge’s taxpayers, have to enforce the current height restriction to protect the scenic
historic view of Queens Square and the church steeples or to we have to accept that city council has no real options
and they will once again be forced to roll over and let developers do what they want. If the height Restrictions
change now then developers will want to change it again and again until we have buildings in our downtown core
blocking the view of the waterfront and the square. There has got to be some law that actually has teeth to protect
our historic areas.
Thank you for your time
Paula Surdin
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rachel Greene
Maria Skara
FW: [External] Article development thought you might find interesting
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 11:28:59 AM

From: Paula Surdin [mailto:
]
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2020 1:25 PM
To: Rachel Greene
Subject: [External] Article development thought you might find interesting

Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:
From: Paula Surdin <
>
Date: April 28, 2019 at 5:55:52 PM EDT
To: KathrynMcGarry <
>
Subject: Article development thought you might find interesting

Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rachel Greene
Maria Skara
FW: [External] Another question
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 11:29:13 AM

-----Original Message----a]
From: Paula [mailto:
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2020 1:49 PM
To: Rachel Greene
Subject: [External] Another question
How much of this development will have affordable housing? If none then raising height restrictions are for pure
greed and that’s not good enough to sacrifice our historic areas. There’s other areas away from the square and water
front that can be built up.
Paula Surdin
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rachel Greene
Maria Skara
FW: [External] Proposed Development at 16 - 20 George Street North
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 8:36:35 AM

From: Pam Wolf
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 7:26 AM
To: Rachel Greene
Subject: Fwd: [External] Proposed Development at 16 - 20 George Street North

Please include for the Committee of Adjustment
Pam
Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:
From: Doug Miller <
>
Date: July 20, 2020 at 6:51:33 PM EDT
To: Pam Wolf <wolfp@cambridge.ca>
Subject: [External] Proposed Development at 16 - 20 George Street North
Councillor Wolf,
I strongly oppose the proposed development at 16-20 George Street North as
presented. The proposed building height of over 85 feet (versus the existing 50 & 170%
increase), and elimination of the setback from George Street North will negatively
impact the design intention of Queen’s Square – an impact that can not be undone. We
are all stewards of the City of Cambridge and the unique architecture and planning that
drew us to the Dickson Hill area. As such, I am asking that the Committee of
Adjustments reject this proposed development.
I am all for development within the area – as it is vital for the prosperity of our region.
We just need to ensure that it is done for the surrounding area, which the proposed
development is lacking.
Doug Miller

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Rachel Greene
Maria Skara
FW: [External] A25/20--subject property 16, 20-22 George St. N
Monday, July 20, 2020 2:21:29 PM

From: E JEANNET BELL [mailto:
]
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2020 2:21 PM
To: Rachel Greene
Subject: [External] A25/20--subject property 16, 20-22 George St. N
Hello,
I am writing to you with regards to application no. A25/20 (subject property: 16,20-22 George St N). This
proposed application to adjust the zoning bylaws 150-85 will significantly and negatively affect our
beautiful and unique Queen’s Square and the entrance to the remarkable Dickson Hill neighbourhood.
The Committee of Adjustment has been asked to allow a very high building with much reduced setbacks
on this property. The effect of this on Queen’s Square, one of Cambridge and Ontario’s best preserved
pieces of traditional urban planning will be devastating andirreversible.
Sometimes you don’t realize what you have until it is under threat. For over a century, this charming park
and public square has anchored not just West Galt but the City as a whole. Queen’s Square is the
centrepiece of what is the main urban planning structure for the City. It is essentially a view corridor and
axis from one side of downtown to the other, connecting the two sides of the river with the iconic Main
Street bridge. It also forms the main retail precinct and sets up entrances to the older residential
neighbourhoods on either side of the river valley.
The zoning restrictions currently in place preserve this remarkable and unique example of traditional
urban design. Building heights on properties abutting Queen’s Square are limited to the height of Dickson
Hill, 50 feet above George Street. Conventional building setbacks are also required to avoid overcrowding
and to preserve the generous feel of this part of the City. To maximize the number of units at 16-20
George Street North, the developer has asked for an increase in building height from 50 feet to over 85
feet. They are not asking for a few feet to allow them to build a more generous or interesting design, they
are asking for an increase of 170%. This would create a building much higher than its neighbours and
fundamentally change the nature of Queen’s Square and the entrance to the Dickson Hill neighbourhood.
They are also asking to eliminate the setback from George Street allowing the development to be built
directly on the sidewalk’s edge. Half of this George Street facade would be a blank parking garage wall
and overhead doors. Unbelievably, they have also asked to reduce the setback from the property to the
south from 39 feet to less than 5 feet!
To allow this to happen would be tragically shortsighted on so many levels. Currently, the city of
Cambridge enjoys a tourist trade drawn by our beautiful Queen's Square. People visit, enjoy, photograph
and then make their way into downtown Galt to eat and shop. Cambridge also benefits greatly from the
film and television industry using our Queen's Square, downtown Galt and Dickson Hill as locations.
Having a view of a large parking garage and modern apartment building will result in our city being
crossed off the lists of the locations scouts thereby ending lucrative business for local business owners
and the city of Cambridge.
There is also a significant safety concerns with this proposal. The increased traffic in the area along
Crescent Place could have serious consequences. Currently Crescent Place is a one way street and
residents of the new proposed building would need to exit heading north/west towards Landsdowne
Road. The potential for vehicle traffic to access the other parts of the city would require them to head
south on Landsdowne Road. This will increase traffic on a quiet residental street as well as creating the
temptation to cut through the lane way between Wentworth Ave and Salisbury Ave. This creates serious
safety concerns with regards to increased traffic, the speed of that traffic and our children's and other
pedestrians safety.

We feel strongly that their are many sites within a 5-10 minute walk of the proposed development site that
would be far more suitable. We have an abandoned bowling alley at 61 Ainslie St South that would be a
far better setting for the proposed development. Creating a development of this type on Ainslie St South
would help continue the revitalization of downtown Galt as opposed to moving us backwards as the
current proposal would have us do. We are strongly opposed to this development happening at this site,
especially when there are other sites in downtown Galt that are crying out for thoughtful and wise redevelopment.
We very strongly urge you to deny this application and ask the developer to consider other sites within the
downtown core.
Very Sincerely,
Jeannetta and Tom Bell

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Elaine Brunn Shaw
Rachel Greene; Maria Skara; Deanne Friess
FW: [External] Re: Proposed Application A 25/20 for 16, 20/22 George Street North
Tuesday, July 21, 2020 8:34:23 AM

From: Karen Maidment [mailto:
]
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2020 5:34 PM
To: E_mayor; Pam Wolf; Hardy Bromberg; Elaine Brunn Shaw; Rachel Greene
Cc: Braden Bennett; Jennifer Houghton; Mark Steenge; Nicola Melchers; John Bell (
Dian Bell; joan fisk; Bryan Fisk; Pat Melady;
; Doherty, John; stephen; Patrick Simmons
Subject: [External] Re: Proposed Application A 25/20 for 16, 20/22 George Street North

We would like to extend our support to this submission, as well as that prepared by Patrick
Simmons. Both Bill Bennett and Patrick have given a great deal of thought and care into their
comments and we believe they represent a widely held view. We are not against multi use
developments in the downtown core. However, for the reasons outlined, this particular location is
problematic. We are unable to attend the meeting, so I appreciate you taking this email as our
position.
Thank you
Karen and Dave Maidment
Sent from my iPad

On Jul 20, 2020, at 3:29 PM, Bill Bennett <

> wrote:

Dear Mayor and City Council:

Re: 16, 20-22 George Street North

The Square, the Streets, the Structure, the Green, the Landscape................ The
Site
Queen’s Square is a treasure, unique to Ontario, a Cambridge community center
of activity bordering on the Grand since the early founding. The Square combines
a mix of building types and sizes that has changed and evolved over a long time
gone, but, with scale and continuity for the private and public realms, that is
authentic, scenic, inspiring and vibrant. The edges of the Grand River were the old
industrial mill district, with workers’ housing on The Streets about The Square or
in close proximity which now has the potential to be reborn. The river runs
through the city centers with some networks beginning to link shopping,

);

restaurants, libraries, offices and housing while integrating Cambridge’s public
and private realms.
The nationally historic and designated Grand River, passes near the edge of The
Square with its flowing fountain, ceremonial Green, residential, public and
commercial structures including two splendid, spired, stone churches, all shared
by the Cambridge community, visiting relatives, tourists whether walking, biking,
hiking or driving by or ‘round The Square.
Perched above The Square is in the Dickson Hill Heritage District. A hillside
neighborhood with character unique in Canada. There from the crescent is a
community of mixed housing, lamps, lawns, lanes, distinct landscapes with views
across The Square to the City. The houses sit on and respond to the natural
landscaped terrain, rather than carved into it which seek to preserve the
surrounding vegetation. The houses are complimented by secondary structures
and porches to create a community of architecture. Sizes vary, styles include
Victorian, Colonial Revival, Shingle, both old and new overlooking the Village
Vernacular of the mixed-use Structures of The Square and surrounding the Streets
below.
It is my feeling, on reviewing the six page Application A 25/20 for 16, 20/22
George Street North, that this IS NOT A MINOR VARIENCE. It lacks any sense of
contextual content of the Designated Conservation District Community of
Architecture, in which it is proposed to be located!
REVIEW SUMMARY
1. HEIGHT:
The Square visually has a relatively consistent height of The Structures
related to their purpose surrounding it and on The Streets adjoining,
highlighted by spires.
Building from 15m (49.5’) to 26M (85.3’) is a 73% 11m (36.1’) increase, 3
stories above the existing By-law and IS NOT A MINOR VARIENCE.
2. DENSITY:
I do not oppose mixed-use developments to increase in town housing in
the Galt Core Areas, There are many good Regeneration examples being
designed and have been built.
This Big Building IS NOT A MINOR VARIENCE.
3. FRONT YARD SETBACK:
There isn’t any landscaping shown, or possible, to reflect The Street
character of the community surrounding. The only trees are rendered at
85 feet above the street!

The proposed 0 m setback IS NOT A MINOR VARIENCE.
4. INTERIOR SIDEYARD SETBACKS
The proposed 87.5% reduction from 12m to 1.5m on both sides of the site
seems unreasonable! The 1 ½ storey, yellow brick house on the corner of
14 George Street and Crescent Place will be lost, overwhelmed! Any
potential for concealed garage doors to access parking will be lost and
traffic and service vehicles will access directly onto the sidewalk from the
large garage door shown on the George Street Elevation or the additional
six garage (6) garage doors shown accessing Crescent Place! What will be
the impact of traffic, service vehicles and garbage trucks entering or
exiting the proposed 43 unit multi-residential building, have on the
narrow, steeply sloped Crescent Place and the Dickson Hill Heritage
Conservation District it currently serves?
The two Elevations and plans do not shown the proposed building in
context to The Structures beside it, The Streets, The Square or the
Landscape. This IS NOT A MINOR VARIENCE.
5. PRIVATE AMENITY
Without a nod to The Square, no Landscape showing on Crescent Place or
George Street, a base wall 6.5m (21’) high at grade without: scale; shade;
shadow or sense for place, above rises an additional 19.5m (64’) or six
stories without side yards, a large paved area behind, I assume, for
service space and garbage pickup off Crescent Place. A Private Amenity is
85’ above The Street, on the roof, solely for private use of the 43 units, a
45% reduction by the existing By-law, but more importantly to my
thinking, no amenity is proposed for the public realm, the neighborhood
or the greater Community of Cambridge!
This proposed structure is not in the Spirit of The Site, The Square, The
Street or The Landscape, all of which is located in the “Dickson Hill
Heritage Conservation District which applies to the publicly owned
property in the vicinity.” IS NOT A MINOR VARIENCE.
Thank you for reviewing my concerns, please share them with City Council, Staff
and The Committee of Adjustment Members.
Sincerely
William Bennett & Mary Beaton

FOOTNOTE.
A sustainable Community…”is realized by the deliberate assembly of streets, blocks,
buildings…and landscapes. In a community tradition, the cutting of a grid is the first
presence of urban structure…patterns…in landscape. In this act of making a place,
space is allocated for both public and private use for a…community of architecture and
landscape…and open space.
“This very simple…model has been virtually abandoned in recent years. For the last half
century, the building of the public realm has been handled with little regard for those it
serves and for the quality of life that it generates. Increasingly architecture has become
the instrument of excessive self-expression. Induvial buildings are often conceived as
solely private, self-referential objects incapable of generating the public realm.
Conversely, our public regulation system of zoning that controls the growth of… has
become overly verbal and complicated and incapable of accurately guiding physical
form (especially because everything is negotiable). Zoning conflates issues of use,
density, and form to such an extent it has spawned the unpredictability and visual chaos
typical of the city. Moreover, transportation-dominated infrastructure engineering has
so preferred the accommodation of the car over human beings, that the intended users
of the public realm have been driven out. What many confuse as an unregulated and
unfriendly urban landscape is actually the result of wrongly coded and uncritical
design.”*
*Elizabeth Moule & Stefanos Polyzoides Essay: The Street, the Block and the Building in Author Peter Katz
“The New Urbanism”

July 20/20
Attention : Rachel Greene, Secretary-Treasurer to the Committee of Adjustment
Re. Application No.: A25/20
Subject Property 16, 20-22 George St. N
To Whom it May Concern
As long-time business operators / owners of 24 George St. N , we look forward to a new
residential development at 16,20-22 George St.N.
We do have some minor concerns though.
Specifically,
1. Height – 26 meters almost doubling the current zoning by-law of 15 meters.
As the immediate adjacent property, we are concerned about the impact of a 26 meter
tall building only 2 arms length away from our building will effect us.
2. Front yard set back of 0 meters, a decrease of the required 4.5 meters
All the current buildings, recent construction and signage are required to have a set
back. This new build should be in compliance to maintain consistency and safety.
3. Interior side yard set back of 1.5 meters, a decrease of the required 12 meters. Once
again this is only 2 arms lengths from our building and parking lot. Our initial concern is
damage to our building and any vehicles in the parking lot during the construction
phase. Our long term concern is having a 26 meter (85.3 ft) building literally towering
over us.
These “minor” variances will result in the building footprint covering almost all the property
impeding sightlines, adjacent property access, and pedestrian safety.
Thank you for your attention to the above issues.
Sincerely,
Dr. Cam Potter

Dr. Jason Potter

Committee of Adjustment
Meeting Date July 22nd 2020
Application No: A25/20
Subject Property Plan 473 Blk G PT Lots 11 and 12

My name is Angela Asadoorian and I am a property owner at

, Cambridge.

This is a condominium building which abuts the subject property at the rear/north side of the
proposed development.
I have been asked by the board of directors of WSCC #9 to speak on behalf of all the residents
of our property as well as myself.
We would like to begin our remarks by stating that we are not anti-development nor are we
against neighbourhood improvements. Our condo is itself an infill development. You will note
that as a group, we did not complain about the development of the new 3 story apartments
when they were built behind our property at 48 George St North, nor during the severances of
the building lots directly across the street from our building. Those developments fit the zoning
bylaws and we had no objection to their legal development.
Our property at
is 15 units and is located on an approximately 24,000 sq
ft. site. The proposal circulated shows 43 units located on a plot of land that is 25% smaller.
These are not comparable developments. The density of the proposal is incredibly larger than
our building. We have one unit per 1,600 sq feet and the proposal has one unit per 415 sq
feet.
We do believe that zoning bylaws are not guidelines, but are rules. A sign bylaw says how big a
sign can be, our Covid 19 bylaws indicate we have to stay 2 meters apart. Bylaws for zoning are
not interpretative. They are measurable. The variances described as minor are in fact Major
variances from the zoning bylaw. I understand there may have been some adjustments since
the original notice but the proposed building does not, in several significant, measurable ways,
fit into the zoning bylaw.

Areas of Concern:
•
•
•
•
•

The amended height (if in fact is adjusted to 59 feet) is still 17% higher than the current
zoning bylaw. The circulated proposal was 43% outside of the zoning bylaw.
The density is 4.5% higher for units per hectare
A ZERO front yard set back is Not near the required 14.7 ft
The size yard set backs are short by over 34 feet or 87%
The amenity area is only 43% of what is required.

These numbers are not a few inches here and there, they are major, measurable significant
variances from the zoning bylaw.
Additionally, we are concerned that we have not seen a traffic study for this development. 43
cars coming out of a parking garage directly onto a busy pedestrian sidewalk simply does not
seem safe. With a zero lot line, how do you see a pedestrian or traffic before you are on them?
Any local knows the 5 way stop at The Crescent/George Street/Queen Square is already in a
state of flux. It is the most confusing 5 Way Stop and only works via the goodwill and courtesy
of the drivers on George Street. Adding the cars and residents of 43 additional units appears to
be unsafe.
Queen’s Square is one of the most culturally significant open spaces in Cambridge and it will be
shadowed by a high rise building and a wall of construction. This building has the potential to
overshadow and upstage our war memorial. We would request, respectfully, as community
members a building that does not dominate the cenotaph.
Our Board of Directors requests, on behalf of the owners at
, that the committee
of adjustment consider that the application in no way meets the criteria for a minor variance,
on any of the proposals and that it is rejected in its entirety.
Thank you for your consideration.
Angela Asadoorian

