April 7, 2021
Re: Request for Proposal: Accessory Apartments Impacts and Analysis
Deanne Friess
Manager of Development Planning
Community Development Department
50 Dickson St, 3rd Floor, PO Box 669
Cambridge, ON, N1R 5W8
Phone (519) 623-1340 ext. 4520
E-mail: friessd@cambridge.ca
Dear Ms. Friess,
We would like to extend our gratitude to yourself and the City of Cambridge for continuing your partnership with
Wilfrid Laurier University. This partnership has given us the exciting opportunity to work alongside the City of
Cambridge regarding the impacts of accessory units and analysis thereof.
The following attached proposal was completed by Grand Consulting to be of use to the City of Cambridge. We at Grand
Consulting strongly believe in the importance of inclusiveness, adaptability, respect, and dedication in order to achieve
the exceptional client satisfaction that our team strives for. We will provide innovative and professional ideas with the
goal of addressing economic, environmental and sustainability issues involved with accessory units.
If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact myself or one of our team members via the contact
information in Appendix D. We are looking forward to sharing our ideas and expertise with you and the City of
Cambridge.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Yours Sincerely,

Ben Vecchies
Director of Community Engagement and Communications
Grand Consulting
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Executive Summary
The following report is our response to the Request for Proposal – Accessory Apartments Impacts and Analysis issued by

the City of Cambridge. This request for proposal outlined certain areas of focus for analysis regarding accessory units and
their impact on the city itself. Broadly speaking, the definition of “accessory unit” is as follows:
An accessory unit is a self-contained residential unit with a private kitchen, bathroom facilities,
and sleeping areas within another dwelling or within
structures ancillary to a dwelling. They can often be referred to as:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Second units
Secondary suites
Basement apartments
Granny flats
In-law apartments
Nanny suites

We at Grand Consulting conducted an in-depth analysis of accessory units’ impacts on density in residential areas of
Cambridge, as well as their impacts on parking and infrastructure. Our research included policy analysis, geospatial
analysis, and distribution of surveys.
The data we collected indicates a largely positive perception of accessory units from residents of Cambridge, as well as an
openness to increase the number of these units in Cambridge. Our data indicates that the most significant perceived
negative impact of accessory units in Cambridge is parking. Geographic analysis of existing accessory unit locations and
off-street parking programs currently in place highlighted flaws in existing off-street parking programs.
Our first recommendation includes four measures designed to expand available off-street parking: include lower
driveway boulevard parking (LDBP) spaces in parking space requirements for accessory units, introduce a LDBP parking
pass, expand the LDBP program City-wide, and include corner properties with driveways located on a side street of the
LDBP program.
Our second recommendation is to update the By-law 108-18 to permit two accessory units in a detached house, semidetached house, or rowhouse and a single accessory unit in an ancillary structure. Furthermore, we recommend
permitting accessory units at residences where home occupations are located.
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Accessory units are emerging as a potential solution for aging-in-place strategies and making affordable housing more
available. These units take a variety of forms and serve to increase density as a method of in-fill and can provide
homeowners flexibility to maintain housing security through housing members of their extended family, or an income
from renting the accessory unit to someone in need of housing.
In approaching this project, we strove to deliver a solution which would help guide the City of Cambridge in future policy
making. Striving for the highest standards of professional ethics, we sought to identify the impact of accessory units on
low-density residential areas, parking, and infrastructure.
It is our earnest hope that this report will provide effective and appropriate solutions to address parking concerns and
enable more homeowners to establish accessory units.

Philosophy and Objectives
We at Grand Consulting are a results-oriented team made up of members who each bring a unique and diverse set of
skills and experiences to the table. We are committed, dependable, adaptable, and are dedicated to excellence and to
client satisfaction.
The prevailing objective of this report was to address the City of Cambridge’s Request for Proposals - Accessory
Apartments Impacts and Analysis by conducting a thorough evaluation of available and collected data to identify
potential correlations. Throughout our research process, we examined the impact of density on low-density residential
areas, compared the regulations of Cambridge with other cities, and examined the impact of accessory units on parking
and infrastructure.
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Introduction
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We approached the project with the intention of conducting extensive research and analysis of current areas with
accessory units, as well as policy pertaining to accessory units from selected comparable municipalities in Southern
Ontario.

Data Collection
Within our approach we focused on three main areas of data collection including:
Survey Data
• Survey available to Cambridge residents
• Surveys targeting populations of interest such as the Cambridge
Association of Realtors
Policy Review
• Reviewed similarities and differences in policies from various
comparable municipalities in Southern Ontario
Geographic Data
• Data from Cambridge GeoHub
• Collected directly from Deanne Friess from the City of
Cambridge
• Collected through Google Map satellite analysis
Our efforts included conducting outreach to specific community groups soliciting input and made a survey available to
the community-at-large in our effort to gauge public opinion of accessory units and related issues.
Furthermore, our team conducted policy review of Southern Ontario municipalities with a comparable population to
Cambridge to analyze areas of similarities and difference and ensure that Cambridge’s by-laws are keeping in line with
best practices. Additionally, we performed geospatial analysis of accessory unit locations and various parking programs
that the City has implemented to limit negative impacts on traffic flow and infrastructure to measure their efficacy.

Survey Methodology
Part of our approach for this undertaking was using surveys to collect data relating to the request for proposal. We
generated two surveys in total that were intended for different recipients. First, we independently created a survey
intended for local real estate agents, asking questions regarding geographic patterns, client outlook on accessory units,
and the agents’ professional opinions about accessory units as they pertain to housing options and impact on property
value. This short survey was emailed to the Cambridge Association of Realtors with the hopes that this engagement
would result in the distribution of this targeted survey throughout their membership directory, providing us with
pertinent information from industry professionals.
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Research Methodology and Results
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Our second survey was formulated as a joint exercise with two other consulting
groups. This survey was intended for Cambridge residents, and was expected to
provide us with the most information regarding accessory units and their
impacts on Cambridge neighbourhoods. After asking a few demographic
questions, this survey inquired about positive and negative impacts of accessory

units, general opinions and perceptions regarding accessory units, amenities that
are sought after when looking for a home, and obstacles and barriers facing
prospective Cambridge home buyers and renters. This survey was distributed
online via Cambridge-based Facebook groups, where participants simply
followed a link and completed the survey.
The outreach plan we executed included the contacting of Energy Plus. We sought to obtain data on energy usage to
explore relationships between buildings with accessory units and buildings without. Using this data, we anticipated
conducting comparative analysis to determine if accessory units have any impact on overall energy use within a specific
property and if so, determine if the impact represents a positive or negative to urban sustainability efforts.

Policy Review Methodology
In considering the effectiveness and appropriateness of the 2018 by-law, we sought to identify best practices and areas
of potential improvement. To this end we conducted policy review of municipalities of comparable size within Southern
Ontario. We chose to review the Town of Whitby, the City of Brantford, and the City of Guelph. These municipalities were
chosen due to their similar population, area, and population density in comparison to Cambridge.
During this review, our primary objective was to examine the scope of each accessory unit by-law and corresponding
zoning requirements of each municipality to identify similarities and differences with the City of Cambridge. Specific
areas of the by-laws which were reviewed included terminology used referring to an accessory unit, parking
requirements, and zoning regulations related to accessory units. A quick reference of these findings has been provided in
our discussion of results as Table 1.
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Another part of our approach for this undertaking was using and analyzing geographic data from the City of Cambridge.
This geographic data was acquired through both the City of Cambridge GeoHub and through Deanne Friess, Manager of
Development Planning. The City of Cambridge GeoHub is an open access online database which contains open data from
the City of Cambridge. The data within the Cambridge Geohub ranges from base data (streets, wards, addresses, etc.) to
data on the community, traffic, recreation, road closures and more.
We used a collection of base data to create a map of Cambridge, as well
as data regarding the Cambridge street parking regulations. Ms. Friess
graciously provided us with a map which displayed every conforming
accessory unit within the City of Cambridge. All the data provided was
processed for use with ArcGIS, a geographic information system which
allows for data to be spatially and geographically analyzed. The data
provided by Ms. Friess in combination with the City of Cambridge
GeoHub data enabled us to analyze potential impacts of these accessory
units, as well as any correlations which might form the basis of our
recommendations.
In addition to the above methods, we sought non-conforming units
through performing analysis data available on Google Maps. Namely, we attempted to use the Street View function to
identify accessory units within the City of Cambridge that had not been issued a permit. Through this process we found
many houses which appeared to have two units (identified by characteristics such as ‘Unit A’ and ‘Unit B’ marked on the
mailboxes) that were not present in the data provided by Ms. Friess. However, while conducting this line of investigation
it became apparent that while these properties may be non-conforming accessory units, it was just as likely that they
were duplexes or other forms of permissible housing. Further data would be required for this method to produce
meaningful insights.
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Geographic Analysis Methodology
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Limitations to Research
We encountered a series of limitations during this research process. First and foremost, the COVID-19 pandemic
prevented any research from being conducted in person, likely contributing to the lack of response and communication
received from those we invited to complete our surveys. Recruiting survey respondents in the present circumstances
formed the most prevalent challenge that we faced throughout our research. Though we successfully distributed our
survey through several social media outlets, we were completely ignored by others, especially larger community
businesses and organizations. Several requests for permission to share an invitation to our survey on their platform were
not responded to. Being able to conduct our survey in the field would have provided an opportunity to build the

relationships required to access these channels of communication. We believe that with the community integration these
organizations have achieved through their various platforms, their participation with our research could have greatly
increased the number of survey participants, and therefore strengthened the
quality of our results.
Though we had high hopes for the unique perspective and high-quality responses
from our realtor survey, emailed requests for participation and telephone
messages to the Cambridge Association of Realtors were not responded to, during
both our initial and subsequent follow-up outreach. Additionally, we received no
response from Energy Plus acknowledging our attempt to engage them in our
analysis, resulting in no data collected from Energy Plus or the Cambridge
Association of Realtors.
Another significant challenge that we faced was regarding our Cambridge residents survey. Through an unfortunate
misunderstanding and miscommunication, our survey was distributed without a consent form. This resulted in an ethics
decision to suspend our survey, terminate all collected data, adjust our survey accordingly, and re-start the data
collection phase. While this was a setback, we believe that the responses we collected provided useful insights which
helped to form effective recommendations.
Though these obstacles were difficult to overcome, we at Grand Consulting recognize that they are simply a symptom of
the current times. The COVID-19 pandemic has restricted many options regarding community and realtor outreach, as
well as potential survey distribution methods, so there was more reliance on electronic means of outreach and
distribution than we would have liked. Despite these circumstances, we were able to accomplish meaningful research
and gain important insights.
We found that there was also a general shortage of information available from the City itself, specifically in terms of
geographic data. As previously mentioned, the geographic data acquired for this undertaking was provided through the
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infractions within the City. The absence of this data prevented us from conducting analysis into areas of high by-law
parking infractions, which could have then been cross-referenced with our data products examining accessory unit
density or proximity to residential parking programs. Furthermore, we had hoped to perform kernel density analysis
upon the location of these parking infractions to identify further insights.
Our inability to access this information came as a slight surprise, as many municipalities allow this information to be
accessed by the public. Further, the data provided by the City regarding accessory units did not include data to aid in the
identification of multiple unit dwellings of other designations. Data identifying such properties would provide a more
robust dataset, but also allow for a more complete examination of issues raised in the RFP. Specifically, conducting
analysis on population density and housing affordability as the analysis may not be accurate if it does not consider the
presence of non-conforming accessory units within the study area.

Cambridge Residents Survey Results
We asked respondents to identify if they are or would be
accepting of accessory units in their neighbourhood, 85% of
Cambridge resident survey respondents said “Yes”, and only
15% said “No”. This indicates that Cambridge residents are
mostly open and accepting of this type of residence in their
neighbourhood or have an appetite to see more of this type of
housing in Cambridge. When asked why they felt this way,
some notable responses included:
“Mixed use neighbourhoods benefit the community”
“Creates affordable housing”
“Can’t keep building on farmland and green spaces”

Figure 1. Results of the survey question "Would you be accepting of
accessory units in your neighbourhood?"

“I believe strongly that we need to diversify our available
housing in the Region to increase the number of affordable options”
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City of Cambridge GeoHub as well as through Ms. Friess. However, the GeoHub was lacking data regarding parking
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When asked if Cambridge residents mostly saw positive
impacts or negative impacts of accessory units, 46% of
survey respondents identified mostly positive impacts,
31% identified neither over the other, and only 23%
identified mostly negative impacts. This falls in line with
our previous result, indicating that there is an overall
positive outlook on accessory units in Cambridge.
Although only 23% identified mostly negative impacts of
accessory units, 67% of those respondents identified
parking as their leading negative impact. Specific quotes
include:

Figure 2. Results of the Cambridge residents survey question "What effect
do accessory units mostly have on your neighbourhood?"

“Parking”
“Too many cars parked everywhere, including grassy
areas and the street.”

We further posed a question on our survey asking

“Overcrowding as far as parking is concerned.”

whether Cambridge residents believed City-issued
parking passes for allowable overnight street parking
would help alleviate vehicle congestion on roads. 48% of
respondents said “Yes”, 20% of respondents said “No”,
and 32% of respondents preferred not to answer.
While we performed a small pivot during our outreach
process, we believe that the data collected from this
survey question provides a preliminary insight that
Cambridge residents are open to the concept of Cityissued parking passes being used as a possible solution
to negative parking impacts affecting their
neighbourhoods.

Figure 3. Results of the Cambridge residents survey question "Do you think
City-issued overnight parking passes will help solve parking issues?"
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Policy Review Results
Our investigation into municipal policies pertaining to accessory units revealed several small variations between
municipalities, though these variances generally pertained to technical requirements denoting maximum floor space,
maximum lot coverage, and minimum landscaped front lawn area. While these variations impact the potential building
footprints for new development or residential additions, there are few notable differences concerning the requirements
of an accessory unit or where they might be located.
Table 1. Quick reference comparison of municipalities in case study and selected regulations pertaining to accessory units

Cambridge

Guelph

Whitby

Brantford

Population (2016)

129 920

131 794

128 377

97 496

Area (km2)

113.01

87.22

146.66

72.44

Population density
(pop/ km2)

1 149.6

1511.1

875.4

1345.9

40% of
principal unit

45% of principal unit
or 80 m2, whichever
is less

45% of
principal unit

50% of principal
unit or 110 m2,
whichever is less

Maximum
Floor Area of
Accessory Unit
Parking
requirements
of accessory unit

1 parking space for
bachelor or 1bedroom accessory
unit, 2 spaces for 2bedroom units.

Minimum of 1
parking space per
additional
residential dwelling
unit.

Tandem parking
acceptable.

At least one legal,
off-street parking
space (3mx6m, in
garage, carport or
side yard).

Parking may be
permitted between
building line and
street line.

Accessory units
permitted alongside
home occupations?

No

Tandem parking
permissible in legal,
off-street parking
space.

No

1 space in addition to
parking needs for
primary dwelling.
Tandem parking
permitted generally but
no allowance for tandem
parking in accessory
apartment general
provisions.
Parking must be in front
or side yards, provided
minimum 40% of front
yard is landscaped.

No

1 parking space per
unit.
Spaces can be
provided in tandem
arrangement.

Minimum 50% of
front yard shall be
landscaped open
space.

No
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restriction is intended to mediate negative impacts traffic to the neighbourhood, as high
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All municipalities prohibit accessory units where home occupations are present. This

volumes of visitors to a residence will significantly impair surrounding parking availability
and increase road congestion within residential areas. However, the shift to virtual work
for many throughout the pandemic presents a new reality whereby many individuals
may be using a portion of their residences for work.
While the current home occupation definition as written by the City of Cambridge and
regulations thereof are not included within the scope of the RFP, in analyzing the effectiveness and appropriateness of
the existing regulations established in the 2018 by-law, the prohibition on accessory units and home occupations coexisting within the same building is problematic. Many households with permitted accessory units may have suddenly
found themselves in non-conformance due to work from home strategies recently enacted.
Finally, the 2018 by-law was enacted prior to the More Homes, More Choice Act 2019. Schedule 12 amended the Planning
Act to establish that official plans must authorize the use of two residential units in a detached, semi-detached, or
rowhouse and the use of a residential unit in a building or structure ancillary to the same.

Geographic Analysis Results
After collecting appropriate data from the Cambridge GeoHub and the City of Cambridge, geographic analysis was
performed on the data. The specific data used to perform analysis included:
Base Data: Municipality Boundaries, Rivers/Lakes, Roads,
Secondary Data: Addresses, Residential Parking Programs specifically the Lower Driveway Boulevard Parking
Program (LDBP), locations of conforming accessory units
The data was manipulated and imported into ArcGIS, a geographic information system which allows the user to complete
analysis and produce informative maps. The analysis performed on the accessory unit data was a Kernel Density analysis
which is a form of density analysis used to observe the density of a specific variable, in this case accessory units. The
results of this analysis can be seen in Figure 6, with the darkest red representing the highest density of accessory units.
From this analysis it is evident that there are specific geographic locations within the City that have higher density of
accessory units than other areas.
Further analysis was conducted to determine the correlation between these areas of high-density accessory units and
residential parking programs. Data from the city’s three residential parking programs (LDBP, Cul-De-Sac Centre Parking,
and Extended On-Street Parking) was analyzed in relation to the Kernel Density analysis. The results of this can be seen in
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programs are currently implemented.
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Figure 7. It is clear from Figure 7 that the areas with a high-density of accessory units are not areas where these parking

This finding evidenced an
opportunity to expand existing
parking programs. However
after further research into the
City of Cambridge official plan
and data collected from the
Cambridge residents survey, it
was found that on-street
parking was not favoured for
multiple reasons, including the
blocking of emergency vehicles
or snow plows in the winter
months.

Figure 4. Map of accessory units and lower driveway boulevard parking, Cambridge

As a result, the Cul-De-Sac
Centre Parking and Extended On-

Street Parking programs are not appropriate parking solutions for accessory units. The Lower Boulevard Driveway Parking
program allows for parking on the paved or concrete portion of the driveway between the curb and sidewalk, and
therefore would contribute to solving parking problems in the City of Cambridge at any time of year. Maps depicting the
results of our geographic analysis can be seen in Figure 4 above, as well as in Figures 8, 9, and 10 found in Appendix A.
Figure 4 displays the kernel density of accessory units within the City of Cambridge and the locations of streets registered
for the Lower Driveway Boulevard Parking Program. Figures 8, 9, and 10 display the same analysis, zoomed in on the
three townships of Galt, Preston and Hespeler.
It is evident from Figure 4 that the streets registered for the LDBP are not located in areas with a high-density of
accessory units. These findings clearly indicate that existing residential parking programs as they are currently in effect
are not serving areas with the highest densities of accessory units.
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Recommendations
Recommendation 1: Amendment of By-law 108-18 Regarding Parking and Adjustment of Lower Driveway
Boulevard Parking Program Throughout Cambridge
A significant finding in our survey results indicates that many Cambridge residents identify parking problems associated
with accessory units negatively impacting their neighbourhoods, marking this as an area for improvement. Presently,
there are relatively few streets throughout Cambridge that comprise the Lower Driveway Boulevard Parking (LDBP)

program, shown in Figures 4, 8, 9 and 10. In addition to showing which streets are actively part of this program, Figures 4,
8, 9 and 10 also include a kernel density overlay, displaying neighbourhoods with accessory units. As evidenced by our
geographic products, there are several areas of Cambridge that contain a
high number of accessory units but are not currently part of the LDBP
program. The City of Cambridge website lays out the guidelines of the LDBP
program, indicating that inclusion into this program requires a signed
petition with majority support of all property owners with frontage on the
requested street. Based on the above information, we at Grand Consulting
propose implementing the following regarding the existing LDBP program
and/or By-law 108-18:
•

Amend the By-law 108-18 to include LDBP in the minimum
parking requirements needed for having an accessory unit
in the City of Cambridge

•

Introduce a LDBP parking pass, where residents apply through the City for a hanging pass that allows
them to park on the paved or concrete portion of driveways between the curb and sidewalk if the
measurement requirements are met, regardless of the petition process
o

Perhaps to be done in conjunction with the proposed amendment to By-law 108-18 mentioned
above

•

Remove the restrictions of the LDBP petition process and allow City-wide parking on the paved or
concrete portion of driveways between the curb and sidewalk if the measurement requirements are met

•

Remove the ineligibility of residents with corner properties with driveways located on a side street from
LDBP program

We believe that making the above adjustments would alleviate many of the perceived negative parking impacts
associated with accessory units. These adjustments would ideally help minimize street congestion regarding parked
vehicles, increasing the flow of traffic and providing less obstacles for emergency vehicles.
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Cambridge. In addition to the already addressed potential positive parking impacts, amending the By-law 108-18 to
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If implemented simultaneously, our first two points mentioned above could provide multiple positive benefits for

include City-issued parking pass allowance for LDBP in the count towards minimum parking requirements for accessory
units would allow for more of these units to be established throughout Cambridge.
Since there are conceivably cases in which prospective accessory unit renters
do not own or have access to a personal vehicle, the requirement of one
additional parking space per bedroom within the accessory unit might not be
needed. In these instances, a city-issued parking pass that allows the lower
driveway to serve as the required parking space on a case-to-case basis as
needed, allows a home to establish an accessory unit that otherwise lacked the
parking space and was therefore ineligible from having an accessory unit.

Recommendation 2: Amendment of By-law 108-18 Regarding Home Occupations
Our recommendation regarding By-law 108-18 is to amend this By-law by removing subsection 3(c) which would permit
accessory units at properties with home occupations. This would be utilizing existing infrastructure, thereby reducing
building costs for homeowners, and increasing the stock of acceptable housing without requiring the municipality to
commit capital for the establishment of new housing developments.
Permitting accessory units in residences with home occupations is a
sustainable approach towards addressing the issue of affordable
housing. Furthermore, accessory units can increase property value
for individuals operating home occupations, provide individual tax
benefits, and achieve efficiencies from existing infrastructure
without hindering neighbourhood aesthetics.
Beyond these points, the pandemic has made clear that there are
home occupations which can be conducted without any impact on parking or street congestion. While there are home
occupations that create issues or perhaps even a nuisance, this blanket prohibition fails to consider the complex realities
of contemporary working arrangements. A more effective approach would delineate home occupations which create
undesirable impacts in residential zones from those home occupations which have no discernable negative impact, for
instance occupations where customers do not visit the residence or where the maximum number of clients present at
site of a home occupation have available off-street parking in addition to the parking requirements of the principal
residence and accessory unit(s).
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arrangements of Cambridge residents while preventing problem traffic issues from occurring. However, as the existing
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Classifying home occupations with this consideration would allow for more flexibility in the living and working

and current definition and applicable legislation fails to consider these nuances, our recommendation is to simply allow
for accessory units alongside home occupations to account for the norms of work amidst social distancing until such time
that specific policy regarding high-traffic home occupations can be explored.

Conclusion
Throughout our research into the issue of accessory units we have been able to identify areas of policy and program
improvement within the scope of the City of Cambridge’s Request for Proposals - Accessory Apartments Impacts and
Analysis. We have made recommendations that have the potential to address some adverse issues such as parking and
vehicle congestion and expand opportunities for the creation of more accessory units.
In addition, we have made recommendations towards the amendment of existing by-laws which would expand eligibility
requirements for properties qualifying for accessory units. We examined and compared regulations and by-laws
regarding accessory units in case studies involving the City of Cambridge, Town of Whitby, City of Guelph, and City of
Brantford.
These comparisons revealed that regulations and by-laws pertaining to accessory units when compared to those of
Cambridge yielded no significant differences. Overall, it seems that there is a positive outlook from residents of
Cambridge regarding accessory units. If more accessory units were established, population density would increase while
providing more affordable housing availability for individuals and families. This coincides with the goals outlined in the
Cambridge 2018 Consolidated Official Plan, Region of Waterloo Official Plan, and the Provincial Growth Plan for the
Greater Golden Horseshoe.
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Figure 5. Density of Accessory Units, Cambridge
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Figure 6. Accessory Units and Residential Parking Programs, Cambridge
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Figure 7. Accessory Units and Lower Driveway Boulevard Parking, Galt
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Figure 8. Accessory Units and Lower Driveway Boulevard Parking, Hespeler
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Figure 9. Accessory Units and Lower Driveway Boulevard Parking, Preston and Fiddlesticks
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2019 - present

MacGregor Point Provincial Park, Port Elgin, Ontario
Student Park Ranger
Sept 2018 – Aug 2019

Ben Vecchies
Director of Community
Engagement and Communications

•
•
•
•

Self-motivated environmental student with a focus
on sustainability and community engagement.
Developed skills include, strong troubleshooting
skills, excellent communication and a goal driven
mindset. Many courses across multiple subjects
have developed a broad scope of perspective.

PHONE
519-706-2184
EMAIL
vecc3730@mylaurier.ca
ADDRESS
53 Bricker Avenue West
Waterloo, Ontario

Established a strong local network, through engaging
and ensuring customer satisfaction
Maintained timely and efficient data entry and
analyzing
Educated public of species at risk and invasive
species programs
Worked collaboratively with peers and third-party
organizations

The Walker House Restaurant, Port Elgin, Ontario
Server
Sept 2018 – Aug 2019
• Presented menus to patrons and answered questions
about menu items, making recommendations upon
request
• Assisted host / hostess by answering phones to take
reservations, as well as greeting, seating, and
thanking guests
• Demonstrated proficiency in sales and customer
service
• Well-versed in successfully dealing with conflict
quickly and effectively

•
•
•
•
•

Excellent written and verbal communication skills
Desirable time management and organizational skills
Strong multi-tasking and problem-solving skills
Immense interpersonal skills
Proficient in Microsoft office, Word, Excel outlook,
PowerPoint, AutoCAD and ArcGIS
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Wilfrid Laurier University
2017 - present
Bachelor of Arts: Environmental Studies with Geomatics
Option

Simone Serafini
Director of Geomatics Research

Goal-oriented environmental student with a strong
interest in geomatics. Skills developed throughout
both academic and professional experience include
strong communication, leadership and problemsolving abilities. Proficient at collecting, managing
and analyzing data through various GIS software’s
in order to create and share solutions to problems
presented.

PHONE
647-839-6836
EMAIL
sera1800@mylaurier.ca
ADDRESS
130 Columbia Street West
Waterloo, Ontario

YMCA Day Camps
2019
Director
• Hire, manage and coordinate team of 20+ staff
members
• Create and administer weekly schedules
• Communicate strengths and weaknesses through
individual staff evaluations
• Resolve problems brought up by staff, parents or
stakeholders
Wilfrid Laurier University
2019
Third Year Field Study
• Collect data on phragmite density in Sunridge, ON
using UAV Drone
• Analyse and manipulated data using multiple GIS
software’s to determine impacts of phragmite and
possible solutions to resolve the problem
• Presented results of data to Sunridge Community to
help solve phragmite problem

•
•
•
•
•

Proficient in ArcMap and PCI Geomatic
Proficient in Microsoft Office Software’s
Experience using QGIS and SQL
Basic knowledge coding in Python
Strong communication skills and ability to organize
a team
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Zack Thompson
Co-Project Manager
Policy Analyst

Exceedingly motivated worker who is confident
and adaptable in independent and team-based
environments. Exceptional interpersonal and
communication skills with proven success in
dealing with customers and co-workers. Proven
leadership skills gained through experience
supervising on-site parking operations and leading
manufacturing assembly lines. Proficient at
collecting, reviewing, and analyzing city policies.

PHONE
519-594-1576
EMAIL
thom3430@mylaurier.ca
ADDRESS
75 Kensington Avenue
Kitchener, Ontario

2017 - present

City of Kitchener
2006 – present
Event Coordinator
• Supervise parking operations and on-site employees
during Centre in the Square events
• Conduct job interviews during the hiring process
• Prepare reports/feedback to employer when needed
• Exemplify the City of Kitchener’s dedication to customer
service
Health and Safety Representative
• Review health and safety policies and guidelines, take
part in training seminars, and relay health and safety
highlights to staff
• Routinely conduct health and safety checks in the
workplace and fill out the appropriate paperwork for
report submission
Wilfrid Laurier University
2019
Third Year Field Study
• Designed and implemented a research proposal that
involved studying wildlife distributions in and around the
town of Sundridge, ON using sound and video recording
devices
• Presented results of analysed data to Sundridge
community to help decide where wildlife crossing signs
and roadside barriers may be effectively established
Gillies Lumber, Cambridge, Ontario
2018 – 2020
Line Leader
• Manage and supervise production lines consisting of 2-6
workers
• Train new employees to safely and effectively use tools
as needed for the position

•
•
•
•

Ability to organize staff in a way to maximize their
potential and company productivity
Strong communicator with conflict de-escalation training
and proven customer service skills
Experience reviewing city policy
Proficient at preparing and conducting research
individually and as a member of a team
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Wilfrid Laurier University
Bachelor of Arts: Environmental Studies

Matt LaRocque
Co-Project Manager
Creative Director

An experienced political organizer with an indepth understanding of the nuances surrounding
municipal policymaking. Over 8 years’ experience
organizing fundraising, issue advocacy, and
constituent outreach while providing training and
participative leadership to volunteer teams as
large as 130. Highly developed and efficacious
interpersonal skills. Reliable and impactful teammember who approaches problematized subjects
through an intersectional lens.

PHONE
519-465-7887
EMAIL
laro7060@mylaurier.ca
ADDRESS
140 Lincoln Road
Waterloo, Ontario

Laurier Centre for Sustainable Food Systems
Research Assistant
2020 – present
• Produced textual and graphical material for upcoming
public engagement project
• Editing of previous writings for concision, relevance, and
efficacy
• Maintained on-going progress reports
Wilfrid Laurier University, Department of Anthropology
Instructional Assistant
2019-2020
• Responsible for grading student reflection essays and inclass discussion papers
• Provided relevant critique and advice pertaining to quality
of work
• Accurately input student grades into marking software
Marc Laferriere for Ward 2 (County of Brant)
Campaign Manager
2018
• Performed analysis of previous electoral events to locate
precedence of voter support
• Originated voter outreach strategy to contact all eligible
electors
• Reviewed municipal policies to determine issue priority
and messaging
• Prepared materials to provide field support for candidate
and volunteers
• Organized volunteer teams and provided training while
performing door-to-door canvassing
• Electoral event resulted in 78% vote share with 10%
increase in voter turnout within Ward 2
•
•
•
•

Proven success managing complex and multi-faceted
projects
Affable and passionate influencer able to communicate
intricate propositions with aplomb
Experience engaging with constituents, elected officials,
and government officers to achieve desirable outcomes
Excels at ideating innovative solutions
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Wilfrid Laurier University
2017 - present
Bachelor of Arts: Anthropology and Geography with Applied
Digital Option

