From: Dave Aston [mailto:daston@mhbcplan.com]
Sent: Monday, September 28, 2020 9:36 PM
To: Elaine Brunn Shaw; Rachel Greene
Subject: [External] RE: 16 George St

4 Crescent Place
Cambridge, Ontario
N1S 2N8
September 28, 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 Hearing
Dear Ms. Greene and Committee of Adjustment Members
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 and the modifications proposed to date.
I live on Crescent Place, very close to 16, 20-22 George Street North. My objections are based
on the following:
1) To date, there has been no mention of the natural spring and stream on the property and how
this will be mitigated. Nor is there mention of how this will affect or impact the Regional
Municipality of Waterloo’s local Drinking Water Protection Area. Additionally, 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 particular
project site 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 from George Street North is unacceptable. The amended proposal now
uses two different sets of by-laws to justify the requests for this property. When convenient, the
proposal uses by-laws pertaining to Residential development, or by-laws pertaining to
Commercial development. Only 6% of the lower floor has being identified for Commercial use.
With a zero (0) metre setback from George Street North, this leaves very little room (less than
one car length) for the safe exit or enter of vehicles to the building. The garage door is directly on
the sidewalk edge. The plans show there is no room for a card or keyless sentry device for
externally accessing the parking garage area. 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. If a card/keyless entry is added to the
proposed design, four (4) to six (6) interior parking slots will be lost.
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 currently 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) If this proposed project is allowed to be built, as it is proposed now, height of the structure will
be more than double the height of the Idea Exchange building. 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. The images contained in the Notice of Hearing for
the Application No.: A25/20 contains six (6) images on Page 10 of 15 of the Concept Plan. These
images are very misleading since they are the combination of imagery from two (2) sources. The
streetscape images have a wide-angle perspective and the building images have a central
vanishing point. The image in the lower right corner of the page, titled “Crescent Pl looking
south”, having the lettering “NOT FOR CONSTR” makes Crescent Place look wide enough to
accommodate three (3) to four (4) of the garage doors (which are located on the back of the
second floor of the edifice). Other images show much larger green spaces on the North and
South side of the building than what the design drawing detail. Again, the modified proposal is
wanting to mix the Residential and Commercial By-laws to validate the final height of the building.
Additionally, the average elevation of Crescent Place should not be used for determining the
height of the building – the proper elevation to use is the curb-line of George Street North. The
majority of this project is Residential, therefore the By-laws for height should be Residential from
George Street North.
5) The request to reduce the size of the interior side yard 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
firefighters adequate safe access if an emergency were to occur. Once again, the proposal is
mixing the By-law requirements of Residential and Commercial to squeeze as much as possible
into such a small space. This proposal also significantly 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 of Ontario that increase population density
and try to limit urban sprawl, however this proposed project is a bad fit for the area. The Zoning
By-laws 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. Since the majority of the proposed structure is Residential,
the Residential By-laws should apply to all of the floors, not just the floors above the first floor.
The By-laws and the Master Plan of the City of Cambridge are conceived to be rules that all of us
are to abide by and they should be adhered to.
Sincerely
Alan Sadowsky

Committee of Adjustment
Meeting Date: Sept 30th 2020
Application Number: A25/20
Subject Property: Plan 473, Blk G PT Lots 11 and 12
16-22 George St N

My name is Angela Asadoorian and I am a property owner of a condominium unit
at 26 Wentworth in Cambridge Ontario. WSCC #9 has requested that I speak on
behalf of the owners, as our property abuts the subject property under
discussion.
This is the second time this project has come to the committee of adjustment for
discussion – and although this new proposal is different, we still believe that the
project is not respectful of the neighbourhood. The scale, height and massing
still exceeds the zoning by-laws and we request that the Committee of
Adjustment reject all requests for variances that exceed the parameters of the
zoning bylaws in place.
Zoning By-Laws are measurable allowances for construction. The committee of
adjustment is asked to review instances where, perhaps, allowances can be made
to exceed these measurable allowances. We believe that the nature of this site
should be held to the highest standard, and that the builder should be enforced
to build to the specific rules in place and not exceed the bylaws.
This is not a commercial building. It is a 41 unit residential apartment with a
suggested 3 small commercial units on the main floor. It abuts a residential
neighbourhood. In our opinion, it should be held to residential zoning
requirements. Page 4 of the application only speaks to a future use as a
residential building. The zoning front yard set backs for a commercial building
should not be used for this residential building.

The minor variance requested is still over 8 feet. That means the design is still
roughly one story too tall to meet the zoning bylaws. Additionally, although the
enclosed Amenity Room on the roof has been deleted, it was replaced with an
open pergola and exterior amenity area, and elevator penthouse – so the roof
obstructions to us, as an adjacent property owner, actually remains the same. In
effect, the building and its amenities will be roughly 2 stories higher than the
zoning bylaw permits.
The development proposed terminates one of the most important views of our
downtown streetscape – So important that it’s look and feel will forever dominate
our Remembrance Day ceremonies. It is vital that the new building is respectful
of its location. Queen’s Square is considered by MHAC to be prominent site and
the proposal of this 41 unit residential building will be the new terminal view of
this important site. MHAC’s review on the development included that it does not
accept the finding of the MHBC Impact Assessment that there is no impact as it
relates to the George Street N and Crescent Place streetscape.
MHAC, the residents of my condominium building and many speaking here
tonight all agree that this new building should be required to achieve a high level
of urban design, as outlined in the City’s Official Plan. The property is wholly
outside of the City’s urban growth centre, but it is wholly inside the Dickson Hill
Heritage Conservation District.
There is simply no reason to accept any variance from the zoning bylaw on such
an important site. The current zoning restrictions were put in place for a reason
and they should not be allowed to be exceeded.
Thankyou.

Hi Cara and Rob,
Thank you for your comments. They will be provided to the Committee in advance of the meeting.
Regards,
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: Rob Moore [mailto:robapmoore@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 29, 2020 9:29 PM
To: Rachel Greene
Cc: Pam Wolf
Subject: [External] Building Planned for George St
Hello,
I am writing to express my concern about the apartment building planned for George / Crescent Place.
I understand that progress and intensification are needed and are healthy for our core area. That being
said, I like many others, believe that by granting the variances requested by the developer the City is
going to negatively impact the Queen Square area. Local architect Patrick Simmons articulated his ( and
our) concerns in his thoughtful and detailed letter to the City several months ago. I will not re-iterate all
of his excellent points but will just say please add the voices of my husband and me to those opposing
the granting the variances requested. We are happy to see a new building in the George St location but
think it needs to be in proper scale and within current planning requirements in order for it to be a
positive addition to the area.
Thank you
Cara & Robert Moore
14 Charles St
Cambridge

Sent from my iPhone

Hi Connie,
Thank you for your comments. They will be provided to the Committee of Adjustment prior to the
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 ***

From: Connie Seid [mailto:cjseid@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 29, 2020 4:37 PM
To: Rachel Greene; Pam Wolf; E_mayor; Jan Liggett; Shannon Adshade; Mike Devine; Donna Reid; Mike
Mann; ermatan@cambridge.ca; David Calder; Hardy Bromberg; Elaine Brunn Shaw; Maria Skara
Subject: [External] Proposed development of 16, 20 and 22 George Street, Cambridge
My family moved to Galt 11 years because of the charm of the Dickson Hill neighbourhood
and the buildings downtown. I support development in our city but am also concerned about
the aesthetic impact of the proposed building on George Street. Over the years, we have
seen many businesses in the downtown set up and fail due to the lack of customers. It is
important to support the intensification of both residents and businesses in the area.
However, I feel that the scale of the George Street building is too large and imposing for the
property's location.
I would also like the committee to be aware of my dissatisfaction with the lack of public
consultation with this development. With the first meeting set in the summer, there was
little public notice. We received a letter regarding the development because of our proximity
to the site. However, our neighbours just a few houses over and beyond were not given the
same notification of the proposal or the meeting date. Why was there such a lack of
transparency?
I am also dissatisfied with the limited changes made to the proposal since that July 22nd
meeting. I hope that the voices of the residents of Cambridge will be heard and addressed
with this meeting scheduled for September 30th and any further meetings.

I would like to register my disapproval of the building proposal at 16, 20 and 22 George
Street in Galt. I live at 6 Crescent Place and am deeply concerned about the safety issues.
We have witnessed numerous traffic problems in the area:
1) Along Crescent Place with it's steep elevation, cars struggle in icy conditions to drive up
the hill. I have witnessed cars sliding down as well as cars skidding as they accelerate in an
attempt to reach the top of the street. When a vehicle happens to be going down the other
side of Crescent Place at or from George Street onto Crescent Place, this causes further
potential issues. With an exit from the proposed building coming off of Crescent Place, this
only increases the potential of a collision.
2)Another traffic concern is the zero setback for the building. The intersection at George St
and Queen's Square is challenging enough to maneuver on a daily basis for pedestrians and
vehicles. Often cars will treat the intersection as a 3 way stop, making it difficult to enter
the intersection from Crescent Place onto George Street in a car. As a pedestrian, it is often
a challenge to cross the road from George Street to both North and South Queens Square.
With the increased traffic load of 41 units including the commercial space and the zero
setback from the building to the sidewalk, there will be poor visibility exiting the building
onto George Street. With many people crossing from George Street to access the library
and downtown, this is concerning.
Sincerely,
Connie Seid-Noble
Show less
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android

All,
Please note my dissatisfaction, as a constituent, of the process that has apparently promoted and
rubber-stamped this development. It is clearly an inappropriate structure and size. I am
disappointed to see that only marginal changes have been negotiated in the past 90 days and
seemingly recommended by the City IE an insignificant reduction in size from 43 to 41 units.
It is important to note that the MHAC advisory committee did not approve the proposed building
and reported that it would have a negative effect on Queen's Square. Why has this finding not
been more important to the process?
All of the issues noted in my original letter are essentially unaddressed. Most notably:
• The overall size will impose irreparable damage on the most architecturally significant area of
this city and unique jewel in Ontario city planning
• The structure is too large, too high, too wide, too deep
• It forces a dangerous ingress/egress onto Crescent Place which will result in traffic travelling in
the wrong direction on a one-way steep incline, further negatively impacted by street parking
that will hinder safe sightlines for pedestrians and motorists travelling up the hill and blind curve
• Traffic impact on George St including the collision contribution of an inadequate setback into
the parking garage causing sudden braking
I am dismayed that this project has gone this far and that we are where we are today.
This project must stop and a more appropriate structure be considered.
How will the city take responsibility for correcting this error in judgement and shortcoming in
process?
Darrin Noble
6 Crescent Place
Cambridge

you for your cooperation.

Hi Debi,
Thank you for your email. Your comments will be forwarded to the Committee of Adjustment members
for their consideration prior to the meeting tomorrow evening.
Staff will add you to the mailing list so you may receive any future notices regarding this application.
Regards,

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 ***

From: Debi [mailto:glaserlinx@rogers.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 29, 2020 12:16 PM
To: Rachel Greene; E_mayor
Subject: [External] Variance requests

Hello,
I am writing today as I understand there is a follow up meeting this week to
discuss several variance requests - in particular, the one at 22 George Street
and was given your e-mails as the appropriate place to write. If not, please
forward to the appropriate person as I would like to voice my concern and, if
you are keeping track, add my name to any list of those opposed.
With the abundance of development going on in or near the downtown core,
both traffic and pedestrian safety are already a major concern for most
residents. Between the Gaslight district, the development out Blenheim Rd and
the various other multi unit housing developments that are being approved
downtown, it is not hard to predict the traffic is soon going to be absolutely
brutal in the Galt core. I am a homeowner in the area and drive by this location
every day. Traffic is already horrible and these new developments have
barely broken ground. We are now adding thousands more people and cars to

a very small area with narrow roads designed in a much different time with a
much smaller population in mind.
Regarding the variance request at 22 George Street, my understanding is this is
not really a 'minor' variance request. They are seeking set back allowances of
ZERO meaning the six or seven story building will be directly on top of the
sidewalks on all four sides. To me, this is a major shift from the what this City
deems as acceptable set backs. With the mass development being allowed, it is
essential that he City Planners keep both safety and infrastructure top of mind.
We have Bylaws in place for a reason; to maintain the integrity of the City and
make developers conform to the City's safety regulations, principles and long
term strategy. If the City starts allowing major variances without extraordinary
circumstances (as I do understand there is sometimes a place for it), it sets a
horrible precedent. After all, if you do it for one, you would have to do it for
everyone. I can't see any valid reason why this developer needs to erect a
concrete building from corner to corner of a busy city block with absolutely no
set back other than maximizing income potential. And in exchange they will the
add a 'green roof'? Hardly worth it.
Further, I don't understand how this can't compromise the integrity of the rather
large hill it's going in front of as well as the safety of those entering, exiting or
passing by this proposed structure. I would think if allowed to proceed, this
building will be unsafe, unsightly and will ruin the beautiful square that defines
the Galt core. It is also incumbent upon the City officials to bear in mind the
enjoyment of the city for the current tax payers, and not make decisions based
primarily on maximizing the City's and developer's future income. To do so would
be to act in bad faith to the residents and will undoubtedly be the demise of our
beautiful historic downtown. I trust that those in the position to make these
decisions will keep best interests of all in mind.
I do thank you for your time and hope you will consider the opinions of residents.
Debi Glaser-Eldred

From: Eric Haldenby <erhaldenby@uwaterloo.ca>
Sent: Monday, September 28, 2020 8:40 PM
To: Rachel Greene <greener@cambridge.ca>
Cc: E_mayor <mayor@cambridge.ca>; Patrick Simmons <psimmons@martinsimmons.ca>
Subject: [External] 16-22 George Street
Dear Ms Greene,
I am sorry I have not had time to write to the Committee of Adjustment, but realize that the deadline is
upon us. I did not want to lose the opportunity to make my own opinion clear.
We moved the School to Cambridge in 2004 for many reasons, but one of the most important was the
quality of the traditional architecture and the quality of the natural and urban environments. I went so far
as to say this was the best site for a school of architecture west of Venice. While this may have been
hyperbolic, it did convey our excitement about moving from the architecturally arid main campus to the
beautiful Galt core.
I would just like the committee to know that I consider the idea of exempting the present proposal from
the current regulations to be a disastrous error. Queen’s Square will be ruined. In this site intensification
would need to be done very carefully. This project is an architectural pastiche that is out of character and
out of scale. It ignores reasonable setbacks and brings no grace to one of the most beautiful public spaces
in Ontario.
Cambridge has brought wonderful public building to the core. The School of Architecture, City Hall, Idea
Exchange and the Theatre. We should have the courage to insist on compliance and quality in the private
realm as well. If we do not we will lose the very quality upon which the quality of life and prosperity of
the city is based. I am a fervent supporter of intensification, but I have often said that intensification,
which brings about a reduction in the amount and quality of private space, must be balanced with a
fervent dedication to providing public spaces of the highest quality. This proposal, rather than enhancing
Queens Square, both overwhelms and undermines it.
Please reject the developer’s request for exemptions.
Rick Haldenby FRAIC
Professor
Waterloo Architecture
7 Melville St. S.
Cambridge, Ontario
Canada
N1H 2S4
e: erhalden@uwaterloo.ca
w: www.architecture.uwaterloo.ca
t: 519-888-4544
f: 519-622-3525
Si duri puer ingeni videtur
Praeconem vel architectam facias

--

Hi Harvey,
Thank you for your comments. They will be provided to the Committee of Adjustment members prior to
the meeting on September 30, 2020.
Regards,
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: Harvey Reid [mailto:reidrenewal@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, September 28, 2020 2:17 PM
To: Rachel Greene
Subject: [External] 16-22 George St. N
As an owner of 4 buildings in downtown Galt I am always concerned with new development that doesn’t
match the aesthetics and integrity of the surrounding area. Existing bylaws have been put in place for
this very reason.I fully support Patrick Simmons views on this matter and respect his educated
opinion.Just remember whatever happens at this site will have a long lasting effect that can not be easily
corrected.I would rather the city forfeit this development proposal than face the consequences.In the
near future there will be many projects to choose from as the city surely grows.
Sent from my iPhone

Good morning Iain,
Thank you for your comments. They will be provided to the Committee of Adjustment prior to
the meeting on September 30, 2020.
Regards,
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 ***

From: Iain Hastings [mailto:iain@gembaconsulting.com]
Sent: Monday, September 28, 2020 2:47 PM
To: Maria Skara
Cc: David Calder; Hardy Bromberg; Rachel Greene; Elaine Brunn Shaw; E_mayor; Pam Wolf; Jan Liggett;
Shannon Adshade; Mike Devine; Donna Reid; Mike Mann; Nicholas Ermeta
Subject: [External] Proposed Development at 16-22 George St., N. Application A25/20

Please see below our 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 development, requesting several minor variances, is not
compatible with the surrounding area. Specifically, the height and set back variances will
over-shadow Queen’s Square which includes the cenotaph – a generally recognized symbol
of contemplation and remembrance.

Specific Objections
1. The planner/developer has requested a variance to the height restriction by-law
which, if granted, would allow this building to dominate the surrounding area. There
are several buildings of historical importance on the perimeter of Queen’s Square but
there are 5 significant structures which have important connections with our
community and society, more so as they overlook the afore-mentioned cenotaph.
These structures include: 2 churches, The Idea Exchange, Queen’s Square Terrace
and the School of Architecture. Excluding the height of the steeples, none of these
buildings is taller than 3 storeys.
2. These structures and services that they provide, through planning or good fortune,
are a microcosm of what is important to our society and are sympathetic to the
values represented by the memorials within Queen’s Square: freedom of religion,
access to information and higher education and the respect for all members of
society.
It is difficult to envisage how the proposed structure, given its size, blends
architecturally or culturally with Queen’s Square.
3. 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)).

4. 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)).

5. Furthermore, the Official Plan caps a maximum height of five storeys, including
above-ground parking (s. 2.8.3.3). The requested development exceeds this and is
justified (in the proposal) by the presence of nearby buildings at 10-18 George St. It
is noted that none of the cited comparative buildings overlook Queen’s Square and
as such this comparison is a non-sequitur and is not a relevant justification.

Conclusion
We believe that the requested variances and the location of the proposed reference
development are not compatible with the surrounding areas. 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, Queen’s Square
and the entrance to the Dickson Hill area .

Sincerely,
Iain and Susan Hastings
8 Crescent Place
Cambridge, ON N1S 2N8
(519) 212-0817

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

Hi Karen,
Thank you for your comments. They will be provided to the Committee of Adjustment prior to the
September 30, 2020 meeting.
Regards,

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 ***

From: Karen Maidment [mailto:karen.maidment@rogers.com]
Sent: Monday, September 28, 2020 1:13 PM
To: Rachel Greene
Cc: Pam Wolf; David Calder; E_mayor; Patrick Simmons; Karen Maidment
Subject: [External] Fwd: Please Reject the Minor Variance Request for 16-22 George Street North
Development

We would like to add our support for Patricks letter. In addition, we have asked Patrick to speak
on our behalf. We live at 92 Salisbury Ave. Thanks, Karen and Dave Maidment
Begin forwarded message:
From: Patrick Simmons <psimmons@martinsimmons.ca>
Date: September 28, 2020 at 12:42:50 PM EDT
To: Patrick Simmons <psimmons@martinsimmons.ca>
Subject: Please Reject the Minor Variance Request for 16-22 George Street North
Development

"Hi Rachel,
In advance of the September 30th Committee of Adjustment hearing on September 30th, I

would like to repeat my concerns about this development. Please forward this note to
Committee members. Let me know if you have any questions or require additional
clarification.
I speak not only as a nearby resident for 30 years, but also an architect and Harvard-trained
urban designer that has been involved in many of the Region’s largest and most complex
buildings and campuses. I also speak as someone with a great deal of experience and expertise
in our built heritage as the owner of two of Galt’s finest designated buildings. I have also had
the good fortune to have been involved in two notable heritage projects in Galt, specifically the
Gaslight District, and Galt Arena.
As a nearby resident for almost 30 years and familiar with the context, there is no doubt that
the technical issues associated with this development are not insignificant. By trying to fill the
site with a great deal more height and density than that allowed by the zoning bylaw, the
developer has created difficulties associated with parking, access and traffic. As well, from an
architectural standpoint, the cramming of the site will also create a fundamentally different
massing and streetscape than currently exists on George Street North and Queen’s Square.
From the standpoint of architectural design, this simply isn't the time or place to express the
concerns that this project represents from an aesthetic standpoint.
My late, first wife was a planner at City Hall at the time when zoning revisions were discussed
for this area and concerns were raised about the impact of overdevelopment of this site on the
adjacent Dickson Hill, as well as on Queen’s Square. I am convinced that the proposed
development in no way meets the intention of the bylaw put in place at that time. The zoning of
the properties on George Street on either side of Crescent Place was to be seen as transitional
between the downtown and the predominantly single family neighbourhood. Furthermore,
although not specifically stated, the height limits were to be measured from the George Street
elevation, not an average of the site grading.
All of this is just background however to the main concern associated with this development,
which is the impact on what is arguably one of, if not the, most important public spaces in
Cambridge. Queen’s Square is a charming and unique example of traditional town planning.
Few cities in Ontario have public urban spaces of this quality that remain very much in their
original form. Cambridge citizens are very lucky to be able to experience this square as its
original designers intended. Through luck and consideration, our politicians and municipal
staff have made sure that Queen’s Square continues to be the charming and urbane space it
has been for over a hundred years. The role of this square, as passive as it may seem, is
considerable. It provides one end of the long axis of our Main Street, from one side of the river
valley to the other, and it forms the basis for a centre of civic life.
Surrounded on all sides by either historic or well-considered buildings, Queen’s Square not
only speaks of Cambridge’s past, but also represents a timeless example of how to provide a
space for all citizens to come together. Because of its thoughtful design and careful
preservation, it continues to be a well-used and popular place for people to gather, socialize
and relax. This fact is underlined each year in November when Remembrance Day is

commemorated at Queen’s Square. This development in no way respects the scale, history and
use of this important public space.
If there is anywhere that the City, planners and the development community should take their
responsibilities seriously, it is here at Queen’s Square. Two iconic churches sit near each
other, pictured in almost every photo and painting of Galt. It also contains a charming series
of smaller buildings on the southeast corner that include a cafe, a well-preserved Victorian
house turned into a commercial building as well as the School of Architecture. The two new
buildings, our main public library and the Queens Square Terrace seniors residence, have
both been designed with the scale and purpose of Queen’s Square in mind. They comply not
only with the zoning, but the architects clearly understood what it means to respect one of
Cambridge’s most treasured public space. The proposed development shows none of the tact
and skill that these previous buildings and their designers displayed.
In my practice we are regularly challenged by municipal staff, politicians and the public and
we are called on to defend our project to the community. We are proud of our work and do not
shy away from having to explain in person why we have made sometimes controversial design
decisions. It was a shock to me to see staff enthusiasm for this project and to see the support
for the developers request for relief from the sensible zoning restrictions currently in place.
We normally receive a great deal more push-back from planning staff on what are often much
less intrusive and aggressive requests. Out of respect for the community, we would not have
requested the changes asked for by this developer and, if we had, we would have expected to be
flat-out denied. We certainly would not have see this as a minor variance.
Our Southern Ontario cities have faced unprecedented growth in recent years. Cambridge has
and will continue to attract a great deal of development in the next decade. We have only a
very short time to understand what we can do to ensure that development makes Cambridge
better and not worse. Other municipalities have already begun to more aggressively use the the
tools at their disposal, like the Committee of Adjustment, to transform our communities in the
best possible ways. As well, cities have also adopted a whole new set of strategies and tactics to
make sure developers and architects design appropriate and positive new buildings and spaces.
I speak from experience when I say that city staff and politicians have a great deal of power to
effect the amount and quality of development. I am astonished about the lack of push-back
that this application seems to have received.
There is no doubt that we need development in downtown Cambridge. Our core areas require
more people to function as viable urban economies. Population decline in our downtowns over
the past fifty years is responsible for the empty storefronts, neglect and petty crime we see
today. Luckily, we are seeing a great deal of interest in building in our core areas. This is to be
encouraged not just by politicians, City staff but by the community as well. But we also must
preserve the best of our natural and built heritage. This means pushing back by the few means
we have at our disposal, including this Committee. This project represents a test case for
Cambridge. Surely we can prevent this development from spoiling one of most important
public spaces.
I am deeply concerned that staff supports this recommendation. This support indicates that the

developer’s wish to build more height and density is more important than preserving one of
our most treasured pieces of built heritage. It signals that staff do not understand the
importance of this space to our community. As Committee members I can’t help but think that
you understand that the request for this so-called minor is clearly inappropriate. You may
have been told that you don’t have the power or standing to turn down this developer, but
believe me, you absolutely do. At the moment, you are the only group able to make sure that
Queen’s Square continues to be the wonderful and unique place it has always been.
Thank you for taking the time to read this long letter. And thank you for giving this issue the
consideration it deserves.
Regards,
Patrick Simmons
34 Salisbury Avenue"

Hi Keith,
Thank you for your comments. They will be provided to the Committee prior to the meeting on
September 30, 2020.
Regards,

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 ***

From: Keith Rivers [mailto:keith@kbrivers.ca]
Sent: Monday, September 28, 2020 10:13 PM
To: Rachel Greene
Cc: Pam Wolf; Patrick Simmons
Subject: [External] Please Reject the Minor Variance Request for 16-22 George Street North
Development

To Rachel Green and Committee of adjustment,
I agree whole heartedly with Patrick Simmons. We must have appropriate development that
enhances and is in keeping with built heritage and significant public spaces.
Regards,
Keith Rivers
37 Lansdowne Rd. N
keith@kbrivers.ca
cellphone: 226-929-5325

Hi Leslie,
Thank you for your comments. I will ensure they are provided to the Committee prior to the September
30, 2020 meeting.
Patrick has requested to speak on behalf of a group. As such he will be allotted 15 minutes speaking
time.
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: Leslie Doherty [mailto:lesliedoherty@execulink.com]
Sent: Monday, September 28, 2020 11:20 AM
To: E_mayor; Jan Liggett; Pam Wolf; Shannon Adshade; Mike Devine; Donna Reid; Nicholas Ermeta;
David Calder; Hardy Bromberg; Mike Mann; Elaine Brunn Shaw
Subject: [External] 11-16 George Street application
To all those concerned as addressed above, I am writing to express my opposition to the proposal for
the redevelopment of 11-16 George Street.
I previously sent letter of opposition when the matter was first considered by the Committee of
Adjustment.
I am the homeowner at 2 Lansdowne Rd. N., Cambridge. I have resided there with my husband for many
years.
We feel disenfranchised and hampered getting our opinion before the Committee, given that our
councillor has to declare conflict because of her residence proximity to the project. Why cannot another
city councillor step in and be the voice for our Ward and the many people within it that oppose this
project for very good reasons. As residents of the area we should not be in a worse position before the
Committee.
I wish to make representation before the committee but will not appear in person. I am sending this
email and also asking that my concerns be addressed by Mr. Patrick Simmons who will appear in person.
In doing so I wish to allocate any time that would have been provided to me to Mr. Simmons so that he
can present a more detailed and lengthy presentation to the Committee.

The proposed development characterizes itself as one for a “minor variance“. This is not accurate at all.
The proposal is actually a request for deviation on a lengthy series of variances. Some of those are minor
and some are much more concerning. The sheer number of variances sought by the developer makes
this more than an application for a minor variance. That characterization belittles the scope of the total
variation from the appropriate zoning bylaws currently in place.
This development is proposed to be located in the immediate vicinity of a most important, historic and
unique public space in Cambridge , Queen’s Square. This is location of the cenotaph and a gathering
place for all citizens and an important green space.
The proposal for development is also in and adjacent to the historic Dickson Hill neighbourhood which is
protected by heritage restrictions to preserve it’s very important character.
The proposed development attempts to run roughshod over the character of Queen Square, and the
character of the Dickson Hill neighbourhood by ignoring and then applying for relief from the zoning
bylaws which are in place to protect our neighbourhoods from such massively inappropriate
development. The scale of the project is simply too high, too bulky , dense and massive, and too
insensitive to the character of the neighbourhood and too intrusive to the safety of traffic patterns in
the immediate area.
I am aware that the developer has made some very minor adjustments to the original proposal but,
given that it is in a very sensitive location, these minor changes do next to nothing to improve the
project and the development proposed remains problematic in many areas. It seems to me that
developer greed is the guiding principle and that the development does not respect the sensitivity of the
site and is simply an example of overdevelopment by seeking too many units to be included.
As a resident who will certainly be directly and negatively impacted if this development is approved, I
feel very frustrated that city staff seem to fail to understand the importance and uniqueness of this site
within the context of Queen Square and Dickson Hill. I feel very frustrated that our local councillor
cannot represent the opinions of the citizens and residents of the area and that we will be left without a
councillor to voice our valid concerns on this most unsuitable application. I am frustrated that the city,
Committee of Adjustment and Council would consider approving such a project despite zoning bylaws,
when it would be too great in bulk, far too close in setbacks, too high to be in character with the site and
the historic neighbourhood and too imposing by far on Queen’s Square. I am frustrated that this
application would be considered when vehicle access to both George Street and The Crescent would be
so problematic and unsafe. The location of both driveways is unsafe. One exit is too close to the stop
sign at a very busy four-way intersection that is already a bit of a traffic nightmare and the other is
located on a steep one-way roadway that’s already difficult call to navigate, particularly in winter.
Imagine negotiating your way through the four way stop below only to run into traffic on your way up to
Crescent as cars attempt to exit the parking garage onto that roadway.
I understand that many people expressed very serious concerns about the project at the original
Committee of Adjustment meeting. I was not able to attend but provided written objection. I think that
you could accurately characterize the opinion of the people in this neighbourhood that I have spoken to
as justified outrage.
Please heed those opinions and their concerns. Do not approve this project as it is proposed. Please do
not grant any variances from the bylaws. Any project should fall within all the existing zoning bylaws in
place.

Please consider the future of this area of the core of Cambridge and require this developer to follow the
rules to ensure that our city is developed appropriately, with a view to the future. Do not ruin what
charm and grace this area of our city now has, it is one of the jewels of this City not to be destroyed
lightly.
Please consider this letter of objection and also my direction that Mr. Simmons be able to speak on my
behalf at this and any subsequent meeting on this project before the Committee of Adjustment or
Council.
Sincerely, Leslie Doherty
2 Lansdowne Rd. N., Cambridge
Ontario
N1S2S8

Hi Lynda,
Thank you for your comments. They will be provided to the Committee of Adjustment prior to the
meeting on September 30, 2020.
Regards,

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 ***

From: Lynda Schneider [mailto:schneider.sda@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, September 28, 2020 4:22 PM
To: Rachel Greene
Subject: [External] Fwd: Please Reject the Minor Variance Request for 16-22 George Street North
Development

Hi Rachel
As a person very concerned with Queen Square and it’s environs and it’s historic architecture I
would request that you please reject the Minor Variance Request for 16-22 George Street North
Development
It is important that the square’s integrity as a civic centre be maintained and any future
development reflect the high architectural standards exemplified by the library and churches.
As well the heights of any new buildings should not exceed the height of the library.
Lynda Schneider
Past president, Heritage Cambridge
Former chair, North Dumfries Heritage Advisory Committee
Past member Waterloo Region Heritage Advisory Committee
schneider.sda@gmail.com
519 221 1513

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michael T
E_mayor; Pam Wolf; Rachel Greene; Maria Skara
[External] Re: 16, 20-22 George St. North
Sunday, September 27, 2020 8:18:02 PM

Attention all,
I am writing to express my dissatisfaction with the proposed amendments to the development
at 16 and 20-22 George St. North. The variances being requested by the developer are still far
from minor. And, I continue to have all of the concerns that I originally presented in my other
two letters. It is my opinion that the project should follow the existing municipal by-laws.
Considerable thought went into these rules. And, they are as they are for good reason, in
particular, safety and a consistent community standard. Everyone else seems to be able to
follow the existing rules. I don't understand why this particular project warrants exception at
the expense of others' sense of space and safety. I do support the development of the
property at issue. However, I think all of the existing, relevant by-laws should be adhered to.
Sincerely,
Michael Tenki
14 Crescent Place,
Cambridge

Thanks for the reply.
I own a heritage home on Grand Ave that has carefully been restored. It would be in keeping
with all new builds to fit into the neighborhood.
Nancy
Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:
From: "CambridgeTimes.ca" <newsletters@metroland.com>
Date: September 29, 2020 at 7:02:03 AM EDT
To: Garrett.ns@gmail.com
Subject: Latest Stories from CambridgeTimes.ca
Reply-To: "CambridgeTimes.ca" <newsletters@metroland.com>
Including: What's going on here? Office space, retail coming to Galt's Grand Avenue

Today's Headlines

NEWS

What's going on here? Office space, retail coming to
Galt's Grand Avenue
Though there's not much room for development, there is

some construction going on surrounding the Gaslight
District.
Read More

NEWS

Where do sex offenders go for help in
Waterloo region and Wellington
County?
Shelly (not her real name) remembers the
day vividly — she was trimming her lilac
bushes.
Read More

NEWS

How many COVID-19 cases are there in
Waterloo Region?
The latest numbers from Kitchener,
Waterloo, Cambridge, North Dumfries,
Woolwich, Wilmot and Wellesley.
Read More

NEWS

Where are COVID-19 cases and
outbreaks in Waterloo region schools?
Waterloo Region Public Health and the
region's public and Catholic school boards
are releasing information on confirmed
positive tests of COVID-19 by school.
Read More

HOROSCOPES

Horoscope for Tuesday, Sept. 29, 2020
IF TODAY IS YOUR BIRTHDAY: Intense,
attractive and capable, you must have more
confidence in your exceptionalism. If you
make sure to connect with others, you draw
incredible success your way. Faith in your
success is rewarded financially too. If single,
you'll search for a mate who gives you
stability, and this year you find him or her. If
attached, love will have sparkle and bring
some surprises by the year's end. CANCER
grows on you.
Read More

COMMUNITY

'It’s community,' says Cambridge
resident planning alternative Halloween
trick or treating
Darlene Wilson admits she is adept at
thinking outside the box.
Read More

MONEY MATTERS

North American stock markets move
higher
North American stock markets rise on hope
of new U.S. stimulus and good news in
China
Read More

OPINION

Autumn has arrived: Eating well for
immune health
Fall is a favourite season for many with the
beautiful changing leaves, cosy sweaters
and pumpkin spice everything!
Read More

OPINION

Get your fill of delicious Filipino food at
Kitchener restaurant
Filipino food is making its culinary mark in
our region. The cooking has a bit of history
here, and its popularity is growing.
Read More

BOOKS

Damian Rogers promised her mother
she wouldn’t tell her story — by the
time it was finished ‘she didn’t know
who I was anymore’
Damian Rogers felt like a detective when
she was growing up in Detroit with her
mother, Joanna. “She saw me as someone
who felt the need to put light in dark
corners,” Rogers says. In her new memoir,
“An Alphabet for Joanna: A Portrait of My
Mother in 26 Fragments” (Knopf), she
recounts how, when her mother revealed to
her a previously hidden part of her past, she
said, “Promise me you won’t write about
this.”
Read More

If you’re not enjoying these emails, please tell us how
we can make them better by emailing
newsletterfeedback@metroland.com . Or, if you’d prefer,
you can unsubscribe from this newsletter by clicking the

first link below.

Unsubscribe From This Newsletter
Sign Up for More Newsletters
View in Browser

Metroland Media Group Ltd.
One Yonge Street, 4th Floor, Toronto, ON M5E 1E6. 1 -866-838-8960
PRIVACY POLICY

Hi Nancy
Thank you for letting me know- could you attach the link and I will send it to the Committee
Have a good evening
Thank you,
Maria Skara
Recording Secretary to the 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. 4289
skaram@cambridge.ca

-----Original Message----From: Nancy Garrett [mailto:garrett.ns@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 29, 2020 10:03 AM
To: Maria Skara
Subject: [External] Grand Ave

Hello Maria,
There is an article in the Cambridge Times today. Just thought I would let you know that the three
stories they are building is the appropriate height for that site as it matches the building across the
street. If they can do it correctly at one end of Grand Ave surely it can be done a few blocks away.
Nancy Garrett
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Nancy Garrett
Rachel Greene
[External] George St
Monday, September 28, 2020 2:10:26 PM

I am writing to express my disappointment that the City of Cambridge would consider adding height to the proposed
development on George St.
The reduced set backs will present challenges in the neighbourhood but the height restrictions were put in place for a
reason. The building would in no way fit into the streetscape. The Dickson Hill area is significant from a heritage
perspective and cramming every square inch of the property is not in keeping with any of the other newer buildings.
The Idea Exchange, Queen’s Square Terrace and the new apartment building on George St.
I strongly urge you to reject the variance with respect to the height of the building.
Nancy Garrett
Sent from my iPhone

Hi Patricia,
Thank you for your comments. They will be provided to the Committee prior to the meeting on
September 30, 2020.
Regards,
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 ***
From: Patricia Kittelsen [mailto:patricia.kittelsen@rogers.com] Sent: Monday, September 28, 2020 1:42
PM To: Rachel Greene Subject: [External] George St N
Dear Rachel;
We are writing again to express our concern about the proposed amendments to the zoning by-law
required for the construction of the building at 16-22 George St. N. in Cambridge. We sincerely hope that
the committee responsible will take into account the objections so eloquently outlined by Patrick
Simmons.
We understand that the city is keen to see an increase in density in the Galt core, but we feel that it
should be done in a responsible manner, in keeping with the heritage of the area. We fear that a bigger
building will result in parking and traffic problems. It will be incongruous with Queen Square and the
buildings around it.
Yours sincerely,
Patricia and Helge Kittelsen
9 Lansdowne Rd S.
Cambridge
N1S 2T2

> On Sep 28, 2020, at 9:54 AM, Rachel Greene <greener@cambridge.ca> wrote:
>
> Hi Patrick,
>
> Thank you for your comments. I will ensure these are sent to the Committee prior to the 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 ***
>
>
>
>
> 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 your cooperation.
> -----Original Message----> From: Patrick Simmons [mailto:psimmons@martinsimmons.ca]
> Sent: Monday, September 28, 2020 9:48 AM
> To: Rachel Greene
> Cc: Maria Skara; Pam Wolf; Deanne Friess; Elaine Brunn Shaw
> Subject: [External] Please Reject the Minor Variance Request for 16-22
> George Street North Development
>
> Hi Rachel,
>
> In advance of the September 30th Committee of Adjustment hearing on September 30th, I would like
to repeat my concerns about this development. Please forward this note to Committee members. Let
me know if you have any questions or require additional clarification.
>
> I speak not only as a nearby resident for 30 years, but also an architect and Harvard-trained urban
designer that has been involved in many of the Region’s largest and most complex buildings and
campuses. I also speak as someone with a great deal of experience and expertise in our built heritage as
the owner of two of Galt’s finest designated buildings. I have also had the good fortune to have been
involved in two notable heritage projects in Galt, specifically the Gaslight District, and Galt Arena.

>
> As a nearby resident for almost 30 years and familiar with the context, there is no doubt that the
technical issues associated with this development are not insignificant. By trying to fill the site with a
great deal more height and density than that allowed by the zoning bylaw, the developer has created
difficulties associated with parking, access and traffic. As well, from an architectural standpoint, the
cramming of the site will also create a fundamentally different massing and streetscape than currently
exists on George Street North and Queen’s Square.
>
> From the standpoint of architectural design, this simply isn't the time or place to express the concerns
that this project represents from an aesthetic standpoint.
>
> My late, first wife was a planner at City Hall at the time when zoning revisions were discussed for this
area and concerns were raised about the impact of overdevelopment of this site on the adjacent
Dickson Hill, as well as on Queen’s Square. I am convinced that the proposed development in no way
meets the intention of the bylaw put in place at that time. The zoning of the properties on George Street
on either side of Crescent Place was to be seen as transitional between the downtown and the
predominantly single family neighbourhood. Furthermore, although not specifically stated, the height
limits were to be measured from the George Street elevation, not an average of the site grading.
>
> All of this is just background however to the main concern associated with this development, which is
the impact on what is arguably one of, if not the, most important public spaces in Cambridge. Queen’s
Square is a charming and unique example of traditional town planning. Few cities in Ontario have public
urban spaces of this quality that remain very much in their original form. Cambridge citizens are very
lucky to be able to experience this square as its original designers intended. Through luck and
consideration, our politicians and municipal staff have made sure that Queen’s Square continues to be
the charming and urbane space it has been for over a hundred years. The role of this square, as passive
as it may seem, is considerable. It provides one end of the long axis of our Main Street, from one side of
the river valley to the other, and it forms the basis for a centre of civic life.
>
> Surrounded on all sides by either historic or well-considered buildings, Queen’s Square not only speaks
of Cambridge’s past, but also represents a timeless example of how to provide a space for all citizens to
come together. Because of its thoughtful design and careful preservation, it continues to be a well-used
and popular place for people to gather, socialize and relax. This fact is underlined each year in
November when Remembrance Day is commemorated at Queen’s Square. This development in no way
respects the scale, history and use of this important public space.
>
> If there is anywhere that the City, planners and the development community should take their
responsibilities seriously, it is here at Queen’s Square. Two iconic churches sit near each other, pictured
in almost every photo and painting of Galt. It also contains a charming series of smaller buildings on the
southeast corner that include a cafe, a well-preserved Victorian house turned into a commercial building
as well as the School of Architecture. The two new buildings, our main public library and the Queens
Square Terrace seniors residence, have both been designed with the scale and purpose of Queen’s
Square in mind. They comply not only with the zoning, but the architects clearly understood what it
means to respect one of Cambridge’s most treasured public space. The proposed development shows
none of the tact and skill that these previous buildings and their designers displayed.
>
> In my practice we are regularly challenged by municipal staff, politicians and the public and we are
called on to defend our project to the community. We are proud of our work and do not shy away from

having to explain in person why we have made sometimes controversial design decisions. It was a shock
to me to see staff enthusiasm for this project and to see the support for the developers request for relief
from the sensible zoning restrictions currently in place. We normally receive a great deal more pushback from planning staff on what are often much less intrusive and aggressive requests. Out of respect
for the community, we would not have requested the changes asked for by this developer and, if we
had, we would have expected to be flat-out denied. We certainly would not have see this as a minor
variance.
>
> Our Southern Ontario cities have faced unprecedented growth in recent years. Cambridge has and will
continue to attract a great deal of development in the next decade. We have only a very short time to
understand what we can do to ensure that development makes Cambridge better and not worse. Other
municipalities have already begun to more aggressively use the the tools at their disposal, like the
Committee of Adjustment, to transform our communities in the best possible ways. As well, cities have
also adopted a whole new set of strategies and tactics to make sure developers and architects design
appropriate and positive new buildings and spaces. I speak from experience when I say that city staff
and politicians have a great deal of power to effect the amount and quality of development. I am
astonished about the lack of push-back that this application seems to have received.
>
> There is no doubt that we need development in downtown Cambridge. Our core areas require more
people to function as viable urban economies. Population decline in our downtowns over the past fifty
years is responsible for the empty storefronts, neglect and petty crime we see today. Luckily, we are
seeing a great deal of interest in building in our core areas. This is to be encouraged not just by
politicians, City staff but by the community as well. But we also must preserve the best of our natural
and built heritage. This means pushing back by the few means we have at our disposal, including this
Committee. This project represents a test case for Cambridge. Surely we can prevent this development
from spoiling one of most important public spaces.
>
> I am deeply concerned that staff supports this recommendation. This support indicates that the
developer’s wish to build more height and density is more important than preserving one of our most
treasured pieces of built heritage. It signals that staff do not understand the importance of this space to
our community. As Committee members I can’t help but think that you understand that the request for
this so-called minor is clearly inappropriate. You may have been told that you don’t have the power or
standing to turn down this developer, but believe me, you absolutely do. At the moment, you are the
only group able to make sure that Queen’s Square continues to be the wonderful and unique place it
has always been.
>
> Thank you for taking the time to read this long letter. And thank you for giving this issue the
consideration it deserves.
>
> Regards,
>
> Patrick Simmons
> 34 Salisbury Avenue
> Cambridge N1S 1J2
> 519-580-3279

Hi Peter and Janet,
Thank you for your comments. They will be provided to the Committee of Adjustment prior to
the meeting on September 30, 2020.
Regards,
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 ***

From: PETER RICHTER [mailto:peter.richter@rogers.com]
Sent: Monday, September 28, 2020 9:08 PM
To: E_mayor; Rachel Greene; Pam Wolf
Cc: Janet Richter; Peter Richter; Patrick Simmons
Subject: [External] REFERENCE: 16-22 George Street North

To: Rachel Greene
Planner/Secretary-Treasurer Committee of Adjustment
City of Cambridge
Community Development
Planning Services Division
Development Planning
Dear Ms. Greene;
In advance of the committee of adjustment hearing on September 30, we would like to repeat our
concerns about the above referenced development. Please forward this note to committee
members.
We are writing to you as 23 year residents of 33 Lansdowne Road North. Queens Square, the
Dickson Hill area and the downtown core are part of what helped us make our decision to move
to this area of Cambridge. Since that time, it has continued to grow and improve. Though traffic
flowing in from George, Parkhill and other areas have made crossing Queens Square
increasingly treacherous over time. We are FOR development in the area. However we feel

strongly that it should be done using the current zoning by-laws in place and in character with
the significant Heritage buildings ( ex 33 George St is the last remaining Grand Trunk Railway
station ) and majestic Churches within the surrounding area. Why do we have zoning by-laws if
they are not be followed? There has recently been a newly built apartment building at 48 George
St North that is very much within the height of the surrounding area. The proposed height and
density of the 16-22 George Street North project would overshadow and would not be in keeping
with the character of Queens Square.
Minor variances to the zoning by-laws were requested for this project, we as residents of the area
feel these are not minor in nature. These significant changes could materially alter the charm and
character of Queens Square and area.
Additionally, putting an entrance directly on The Crescent will endangering people. Living on
the corner of Wentworth and Lansdowne, I see a half a dozen cars a day slow down for the “No
Exit” sign, then quickly continue against the legal direction of the traffic flow. Secondly, it is
only a matter of time when cars will come out of the parking and quickly try to go against the
legal direction of traffic to get fast access to George Street. Being a blind corner it is only a
matter of time before someone is hurt. In the winter we regularly see cars spinning their tires to
get up the hill.
We hope the committee will consider our input are residents of the area and thank you for
reading this letter.
Sincerely,
Peter and Janet Richter

Peter Richter +1 (519) 654-6136

Hi Phil,
Thank you for your comments. They will be provided to the Committee of Adjustment members in
advance of the meeting this evening.
Regards,

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 ***

From: Phil Hankins [mailto:s.phankins@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2020 10:44 AM
To: Rachel Greene
Subject: [External] George Street
Dear Rachel Greene:
As a background to my family history in Cambridge (Galt), I was born in Galt 76 years ago, my mother
was born in Galt in 1913 my grandfather was born in Galt in 1892 and my great grandparents lived in Galt
before 1892. I would say that our family has an important stake in what happens to our city.
Why have restrictions put in place only to have developers abuse them?
I attend the November 11th ceremonies at Queen Square when I can. I am apposed to this
development let alone allowing these adjustments to go through.
Regards;
Philip Hankins

Hi Tabitha,
Thank you for your comments. They will be provided to the Committee of Adjustment prior to the
meeting on September 30, 2020.
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 ***

From: Tabitha Caswell [mailto:tabcaz@icloud.com]
Sent: Monday, September 28, 2020 7:19 PM
To: E_mayor; Pam Wolf; Rachel Greene; Maria Skara
Subject: [External] Opposition of Application for Variance A25-20 16-22 George St

To whom it may concern,
We are writing to express our adamant opposition of the application for variances submitted
for A25/20-16-22 George Street. Although we support development of the Galt core, including the
properties in this application, we cannot support this particular development as it has been presented or
revised. As we’ve stated in our two previous letters, the size and setback variances being requested
should not be approved for safety and aesthetic reasons. We are concerned with not only how this
oversized building will look, but how it will affect traffic and safety on both George Street and
Crescent Place. Please seriously consider the input put forth by us and the many other residents in
opposition of this development.

Sincerely,

Tabitha & Kevan Caswell

22 Crescent Place

Cambridge

From: Bill Bennett
Sent: Monday, September 28, 2020 4:22 PM
To: 'skaram@cambridsge.ca' <skaram@cambridsge.ca>; 'greener@cambridge.ca'
<greener@cambridge.ca>; 'Mayor@cambridge.ca' <Mayor@cambridge.ca>;
'brombergh@cambridge.ca' (brombergh@cambridge.ca) <brombergh@cambridge.ca>; Elaine
Brunn Shaw (BrunnShawE@cambridge.ca) <BrunnShawE@cambridge.ca>
Cc: Patrick Simmons <psimmons@martinsimmons.ca>; Mary Beaton
<MBeaton@langdonhall.ca>
Subject: FW: Proposed Application A 25/20 for 16, 20/22 George Street North

TO WHOM IT CONCERNS
Re: 16, 20-22 George Street North
I think the City of Cambridge has a Cart before the Horse!
To complete even a minor addition/alteration to a Heritage Site one is
required to undertake a CULTURAL HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT
UNDER POLICY 4.10 OF THE CITY OF CAMBRIDGE OFFICAL PLAN.
QUEEN SQUARE, “a treasure, unique to Ontario”, is a designated BUILT
HERITAGE RESOURCE in a HERITAGE CONSERVATION DISTRICT.
Before another Committee of Adjustment hearing , could a HERITAGE
IMPACT ASSESSMENT be completed by the owner / developer and or staff
to judge if this application is in fact A MINOR VARIENCE? The materials
presented to date does not show or allow one the judge this proposal in the
context of QUEEN’S SQUARE!
It is still a 6 story building and roof amenities on a big, big base with a very
high walled ground floor on George Street!
As noted previously:
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 revised Application A 25/20 for 16, 20/22 George Street
North, IS STILL 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 height and the mass of the proposed structure is impossible to judge as the cross
sections / elevations north /south do not show the height of the Library across the
street or the hill slope a residential houses and how they are sited and affected. The
same in the east / west sections / elevations 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.
The average Building from 15m (49.5’) to 17.65 m (57.9’) sounds better but how does it
look in context with the site?
2. FRONT YARD SETBACK:
How the structure meets the street is not shown. There isn’t any landscaping shown, or
possible, to reflect The Street character of the community surrounding.
3. INTERIOR SIDE YARDS
Again, how the structure meets the side yards is not shown. There isn’t any landscaping
shown.
4.

PARKING
Can you park mid to large SUV and pickup trucks in 2.75m x 5.5m?

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, selfreferential 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”

