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CITY OF CAMBRIDGE  
NOTICE OF STUDY COMMENCEMENT 

NORTH CAMBRIDGE BUSINESS PARK 
MUNICIPAL CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT SCHEDULE C 

  
The City of Cambridge is initiating a Class Environmental 
Assessment (Class EA) for the North Cambridge Business 
Park; an area designated as Prime Industrial Strategic 
Reserve in the Regional Official Plan. The study area is 
generally centralized around the Freeport Creek, 
extending north to Middle Block Road, east to the 
Waterloo Regional Police headquarters, south to the 
Canadian Pacific rail corridor, and west to Riverbank 
Drive.  
 
Building on the approved 2014 East Side Lands (Stage 1) 
Master Environmental Servicing Plan (MESP), this 
Municipal Class EA will investigate and evaluate 
alternative methods and solutions for the transportation, 
sanitary servicing and stormwater management (SWM) 
infrastructure required to service the North Cambridge 
Business Park. Specifically, the study includes:  

 a North-South Collector Road connecting Middle 
Block Road to the future Intermarket Road, 
including crossings of Allendale Road and 
Freeport Creek 

 an Interim Sanitary Servicing Solution, including 
pumping station and forcemain, to convey 
wastewater to an appropriate outlet until such 
time as the Region constructs the ultimate 
servicing to the Kitchener WWTP 

 rehabilitation of the existing Freeport Creek stormwater management pond to alleviate existing operational 
issues and ensure future longevity of the wetland and natural area  

 
The study  is  being  developed  in  accordance with  a “Schedule C”  Municipal  Class  EA  and  will  include public  
and stakeholder  consultation,  evaluation  of  alternatives,  an  assessment  of  the  potential  impacts  of  the  
proposed alternatives  and  identification  of  measures  to  mitigate  any  adverse  impacts.  Upon completion of the 
study, an Environmental Study Report (ESR) documenting the process will be available for public review and 
comments for a period of 30 calendar days prior to the City of Cambridge council approval. 
 
The City of Cambridge wants to ensure that anyone with interest in the project has the opportunity to get involved and 
provide input to the decision making process. A Public Information Centre (PIC), advertised in advance, will be 
scheduled to solicit input from key stakeholders and public.  The PIC is anticipated to take place in the Fall of 2016. 
 
We encourage you to provide us with any suggestions or comments that you may have about this study. All 
comments will be posted as part of public record with the exception of personal information. 
 
To provide comment or request additional information, please contact either of the Project Team members below. 
Please provide your email address if you would prefer to receive future notifications related to this project via email. 
 
Yours truly,  
  

Sarah Austin, P.Eng. Mr. Duane Lindner, P.Eng. 
Manager of Development Engineering Manager of Infrastructure  
City of Cambridge Associated Engineering (Ont.) Ltd. 
50 Dickson Street, 3

rd
 Floor,  

Cambridge, ON N1R 5W8 
Suite 302, 508 Riverbend Drive, 
Kitchener, ON N2K 3S2 

Phone: 519-621-0740 ext. 4552 
Email: austins@cambridge.ca 

Phone: 226-214-3238  
Email: lindnerd@ae.ca 
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Duane Lindner

From: Maggi Jones

Sent: Tuesday, May 02, 2017 11:53 AM

To: Duane Lindner

Subject: FW: NCBP - Newsletter 1

 

 

From: Maggi Jones  

Sent: Tuesday, December 06, 2016 8:30 AM 

To: Sarah Austin <AustinS@cambridge.ca> 

Cc: Duane Lindner <lindnerd@ae.ca> 

Subject: RE: NCBP - Newsletter 1 

 

Good Morning Sarah, 

 

I have updated the Stakeholder list with Chief Ava Hill’s contact information and sent her a copy of the Newsletter by 

email this morning. 

 

Many thanks, 

 
Maggi Jones  

Group Administrator  
Suite 302, 508 Riverbend Drive 
Kitchener, Ontario CANADA N2K 3S2  
Tel: 226-214-3245 | Fax: 226-214-3188 

 

 

You may unsubscribe from our electronic communications at any time. 

 

 

 

 

From: Sarah Austin [mailto:AustinS@cambridge.ca]  

Sent: Monday, December 05, 2016 2:17 PM 

To: Maggi Jones <jonesm@ae.ca> 

Cc: Duane Lindner <lindnerd@ae.ca> 

Subject: RE: NCBP - Newsletter 1 

 

Hi, 
 
We’ve recently received a request to update our mailing list to send correspondence to Chief Ava Hill 
at Six Nations.  She has replaced William Montour, who I see on your list.   
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Duane Lindner

From: Duane Lindner
Sent: Monday, May 02, 2016 3:41 PM
To: Jeff Martens
Cc: Valentina Lazic; Paul Eichinger; Sylvia Rafalski-Misch <SRafalski-

Misch@regionofwaterloo.ca> (SRafalski-Misch@regionofwaterloo.ca); 'Kristen
Harrison' (HarrisonK@mmm.ca); bbrown@grandriver.ca; jbrum@grandriver.ca;
dcurrie@mhbcplan.com; 'NoonanS@cambridge.ca'; 'austins@cambridge.ca';
'mmk@intermarketinc.com'; 'SANDYACCHIONE@ROGERS.COM'; 'Joanne McDaniel';
Maggi Jones

Subject: RE: Creekside Lands Cambridge

Hello Jeff.
Thank you for your letter on behalf of the Creekside Development.   We will be sure to include you as appropriate in
future correspondence on the project and look forward to working together towards a successful outcome for this EA
study.  To that end, we respectfully request copies of relevant information that will help to facilitate the study
components.   Specifically:

· A CAD file for the property / easement lines for the approved draft plan of subdivision
· Available topographic information for the Creekside development (or confirmation that it is acceptable for us to

use the CAD information provided to us previously for a related project).
· Proposed grading and servicing details for the development.
· Traffic studies completed in support of the development
· Storm Water Management studies completed in support of the development, as well as any relevant

documentation regarding the adjacent natural environment areas.

Also, please confirm that the naming (and spelling) of the proposed streets are indeed Intermarket Road (from King
Street to the proposed N-S collector)  and Boychuk Drive (from the N-S collector to Maple Grove Road).

Thanks in advance.

Duane Lindner, P.Eng.
Manager, Infrastructure
Associated Engineering (Ont.) Ltd.
508 Riverbend Drive - Suite 302, Kitchener, ON   N2K 3S2
Tel: 226.214.3238 | Cel: 226-791-4399

You may unsubscribe from Associated Engineering electronic communications at any time.

From: Joanne McDaniel [mailto:jmcdaniel@mte85.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 27, 2016 2:57 PM
To: Duane Lindner
Cc: Valentina Lazic; Paul Eichinger; Sylvia Rafalski-Misch <SRafalski-Misch@regionofwaterloo.ca> (SRafalski-
Misch@regionofwaterloo.ca); 'Kristen Harrison' (HarrisonK@mmm.ca); bbrown@grandriver.ca; jbrum@grandriver.ca;



 

https://projects.ae.ca/2015.5489/documents/esr/06-ns-collector/tech memo/mem_20165967-00_cnbp_transportation_assessment_methodology_20160517.docx 

 

1 INTRODUCTION 

As part of the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the North Cambridge Business Park (NNBP), Associated Engineering 

(AE) will assess the ability of the road network to accommodate horizon year traffic (2031).  The purpose of this 

memorandum is to present our proposed approach.   

 

To complete the assessment, AE requires reasonably accurate traffic volume data for the study area.  The key major task 

will be validating the traffic volumes developed for the Master Environmental Servicing Plan (MESP) relating to the 

proposed north/south collector between Middle Block Road and the proposed east/west collector south of Allendale Road 

using the Region’s Travel Demand Model (TDM) outputs and other data provided by the City and the Region.  Through 

discussions with the Regional Municipality of Waterloo, AE understands the following: 

 

 In 2015, the TDM was updated from TransCAD to Visum with adjustments to land use forecasts resulting in a shift 

in the base year from 2006 to 2011.  Both models are projected to a horizon year of 2031 for analysis purposes. 

 From a review of the MESP, it was determined that the traffic volumes provided for this project were derived from 

the TransCAD model and may have been based on an aggressive growth strategy for 2031.  The impacts of 

using volumes derived from the TransCAD model should be evaluated and compared to those derived from the 

Visum model to provide the most accurate projections for this EA. 

 The Region is confident and familiar with the results generated from the TransCAD model; however, are aware of 

the outdated land use forecasts.  With that said, the Region also understands some of the limitations of the Visum 

model as a result of its recent adoption at the Region and further validation required – mostly with transit 

assignment. These limitations may prove to be insignificant as the subject lands are predominantly industrially 

zoned and may not be serviced by transit. 

 The Region does not typically provide the TDM to consultants unless working directly for the Region on a project 

involving the model itself.  Providing TDM outputs instead, best utilizes the Regional staff whom are better familiar 

with their models and limitations and would not impact existing project budgets. 

 

2 PROPOSED METHODOLOGY 

In cooperation with the Region, the following work plan is proposed for validating the traffic volume estimates along the 

north/south collector road and ultimately driving the decisions for roadway cross-section and intersection control: 

 

 AE will cross-reference the existing traffic volumes on existing roadways (provided by the City) adjacent to the 

study area with historic traffic volumes and comment on model accuracy under base year scenarios using both 

models. 

 Through further discussions with the Region, AE will confirm that the land use statistics used in both models are 

representative of the existing and future conditions and/or provide commentary as to whether or not they are 

conservative, neutral, or aggressive. 

MEMO 

Date: May 17, 2016  File: 2016-5967.000 

To: Shannon Noonan 

From: Jordan Frost, P.Eng. 

Project: North Cambridge Business Park Class EA 

Subject: Transportation Assessment Methodology 

 



 
 

 

 

Memo To:  Shannon Noonan 

May 17, 2016 
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https://projects.ae.ca/2015.5489/Documents/ESR/06-NS-Collector/Tech Memo/mem_20165967-00_cnbp_transportation_assessment_methodology_20160517.docx 

 AE will request from the Region traffic volumes under the base year and horizon year scenarios for the proposed 

north/south collector road assuming two (2) and four (4) lane scenarios.  The traffic volumes should be provided 

to AE including volume maps and volume to capacity maps for the subject area. 

 From the various model outputs, AE will confirm the appropriate traffic volumes, as validated, for use in the EA to 

determine the design cross-section as well as the intersection control.  This validation will act as part of the overall 

transportation engineering report documenting the design requirements. 

 In addition, the Creekside Development Report will be used to assist in determining traffic volumes and turning 

movements (approximate) at the southern intersection of the two (2) proposed roadways and to help understand 

overall traffic patterns and distribution within the subject area. 

 

3 PROPOSED SCHEDULE 

Through discussions with the Region, it has been identified that the required data will not be available until mid June.  

Upon receipt of the data from the Region, the analysis will be completed and incorporated into the transportation techm 

memo which is targeted for completion by the middle to late July. 

 

We respectfully request that the City confirm their agreement with our proposed approach so that the work can proceed in 

an efficient manner and with a mutual understanding of the scope of work. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Jordan Frost, P.Eng. 

Transportation Engineer 

 

 

Cc:   Sarah Austin, P.Eng. – Project Manager, City of Cambridge 

 Duane Lindner, P.Eng. – Project Manager, AE 



https://projects.ae.ca/2015.5489/documents/esr/06-ns-collector/tech memo/mem-ncbp-designcritieria-20160602.docx 

 

As part of the NCBP Class EA, AE is preparing alternatives for the future North-South Collector Road.  Based on 

discussions at the recent meeting (May 27
th
), additional alignment alternatives have been developed, with a long list of 12 

alternatives currently in place.  Copies of these alignments and the resultant land-massing of the remnant parcels are 

attached to this memo.   In the coming weeks AE will develop evaluation criteria and through discussion with the project 

team, we will aim to shortlist 3 or 4 of these alignments.   

  

In the meantime, we are requesting direction from the City in regards to the appropriate design standards for the road.  

Based on the MESP’s recommendation: 

  

“The forecast volumes for the proposed north-south collector road are indicative of a long term need for 2 lanes in each 

direction, not only to accommodate auto demand but also to accommodate alternative modes (i.e. transit, cycle).” 

  

Based on this, it is assumed that a 30m right-of-way is required for the road way.  AE proposes to develop typical cross 

sections for the ultimate 4 – lane road as follows: 

  

1.     Rural – 4 paved lanes, gravel shoulders, grassed ditches w/ culverts at entrances, sidewalks at the edge of R.O.W. 

(if space allows).  

2.     Urban – 4 paved lanes, on-road cycling lanes, curb and gutter (i.e. including storm sewers), grassed boulevard, 

concrete sidewalks. 

3.     Urban – 4 paved lanes, curb and gutter (i.e. including storm sewers), grassed boulevard, paved multi-use-trail. 

 

 We ask that the City please confirm their agreement with these suggested options and / or provide comments for 

changes. Furthermore, we ask the City to please confirm some important design standards, specifically: 

 What design and operating speeds should be used? (i.e. for determining minimum site distances and horizontal 

alignment radii – per TAC standards) 

 What are the preferred lane widths (3.65m through lanes, 3.25m turn lanes)?  

 What is the preferred Sidewalk width (1.8m)?  

 What is the preferred Multi-Use-Trail (3.0m)? 

 Does the City have a typical cross section that would be preferred? 

 In the absence of such, should we defer to the Context Sensitive Regional Transportation Corridor Design 

Guidelines?  Assumed as an "Avenue"? 

 

Please advise and provide direction as appropriate.  

 

 

 

Duane  

MEMO 

Date: June 2, 2016  File: 2016-5967 

To: Shannon Noonan; Sarah Austin 

From: D. Lindner 

Project: North Cambridge Business Park 

Subject: North South Collector Road 
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Duane Lindner

From: Shannon Noonan <NoonanS@cambridge.ca>

Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 4:57 PM

To: Duane Lindner; Sarah Austin

Cc: Jeff Suggett; Don McBrayne

Subject: RE: NCBP - Road Alignment Alternatives

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Duane, 
 
My apologies for the very late reply!! 
 
Below are the questions asked in the memo with responses noted in red:  
 
 Does the City have a typical cross section that would be preferred? Standard C101 as per the City’s Engineering 
Standards and Development Manual 

What are the preferred lane widths (3.65m through lanes, 3.25m turn lanes)? Standard identifies 3.75m through lanes 
however, 3.65m through lanes and 3.25m turn lanes are acceptable  

What design and operating speeds should be used? (i.e. for determining minimum site distances and horizontal 
alignment radii – per TAC standards) Suggest 70km/h design speed although City Standards indicate 60km/h for arterial 
roads. Thoughts? 

 What is the preferred Sidewalk width (1.8m)?  1.5m with boulevard or 1.8m for curb face sidewalk 

 What is the preferred Multi-Use-Trail (3.0m)?  3.0m asphalt trail 

 In the absence of such, should we defer to the Context Sensitive Regional Transportation Corridor Design Guidelines? 
Assumed as an "Avenue"? As noted, the City has an Engineering Standards and Development Manual that should be 
followed.  If you do not already have a copy of the manual, it is available on the City’s website. 
 

Thanks, 
Shannon 
 
 

From: Duane Lindner [mailto:lindnerd@ae.ca]  

Sent: Thursday, June 02, 2016 3:43 PM 
To: Sarah Austin; Shannon Noonan 

Cc: Jeff Suggett; Don McBrayne 
Subject: NCBP - Road Alignment Alternatives 

 

Hi Sarah / Shannon 

 

Please see the attached memo regarding the N-S Collector Road, alternatives and design criteria. 

 

We’d appreciate your timely input. 

 

Cheers. 

 

Duane Lindner, P.Eng. 

Manager, Infrastructure 
Associated Engineering (Ont.) Ltd. 



c:\users\50055dl\documents\mem-ncbp-constraints-20160526.docx 

 

The North Cambridge Business Park (NCBP) Class EA consists of three major components:  

 

1. The new North-South Collector Road 

2. The interim Sanitary Pumping Station (and related forcemain) 

3. The Freeport Creek SWM Facility (retrofits) 

 

Each of these three main components are intrinsically linked, with the alignment of the North-South Collector Road being 

the main unifying factor.  The road alignment will also be the likely alignment for the trunk sewer that will convey flow to 

the interim pumping station and therefore the PS location should ideally be located near to the road at its low point (i.e. 

near the Freeport Creek Crossing).  The creek crossing location will also impact the SWM facility retrofits, in particular the 

outlet control structure and the resultant upstream storage capacity.  

 

The North-South Collector Road will extend from Intermarket Drive / Boychuk Drive to Middle Block Road.  However, as 

most of the land between these north and south boundaries is currently vacant, there are potentially a very large number 

of possible alignment solutions that could be developed.  As such, it is first necessary to identify a list of alternative 

roadway alignments that, based on engineering judgement and experience, are logical from the perspectives of road 

design, land development and constructability.  The following guidelines and considerations are presented for use in 

identifying the preliminary list of alternative road alignments: 

 

 Minimize overall length of the road; 

 Minimize impact on existing residences; 

 Avoid conflicts with existing infrastructure;  

 Minimize impacts on sensitive natural features;  

 Create new road intersections at right angles with other roads; 

 Utilize existing farm crossings of Freeport Creek; 

 Allow for  an adjacent lot fabric with minimum lot sizes of +/-8.0 hectares; 

 Comply with TAC standards for minimum horizontal radius (280m) based on a design speed of 80km/hr; 

 Assume a road right-of-way width of 30.0m; 

 Optimize topographic conditions regarding minimizing significant cut/fill operations in relation to adjacent lands; 

 Capitalize on undeveloped lands that may be more easily available for purchase; 

 Allow flexibility in construction techniques to minimize construction costs;  

 

Based on these guidelines, 5 viable road alignments were identified. Each alignment has been assigned a unique letter + 

number designation relating to the two crossing locations at Freeport Creek (i.e. Alignment A, B).  Attached are figures 

illustrating the 5 preliminary alignments. 

 

 

MEMO 

Date: May 26, 2016  File: 2016-5967 

To: S. Austin - City of Cambridge 

From: D. Lindner 

Project: North Cambridge Business Park 

Subject: Alternative Road Alignments - Constraints 

 



 

Https://Projects.Ae.Ca/2015.5489/Correspondence_2/Public Correspondence/Let-Landowner-Contact-20160705.Docx 

July 7, 2016 

File: 2016-5967 

 

 

 

Re: 

NORTH CAMBRIDGE BUSINESS PARK 

CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

 

Dear Property Owner: 

 

Associated Engineering have been retained by the City of Cambridge to complete the North 

Cambridge Business Park Class Environmental Assessment project.  Attached is a copy of the 

“Notice of Commencement” that was recently distributed to affected stakeholders and published 

in the local newspapers.  In the coming months, information about the project and its impacts to 

the study area will be provided through various forums. 

 

This project proposes a new roadway that would connect Middle Block Road to lands south of 

Freeport Creek.  As part of the Class EA process, alternative alignments are being considered 

and some of these could potentially pass through your property.   

 

As part of the evaluation of the alternative road alignments, Associated Engineering would like to 

schedule a meeting with you to discuss the project and solicit your input into the evaluation 

process.  We will be in touch by telephone in the near future to arrange a suitable time and 

location for the meeting.   

 

Furthermore, in the coming weeks, you may notice some individuals on site who are doing some 

initial site reconnaissance and information gathering related to existing natural and cultural 

heritage features within the study area.  If you have any concerns regarding this, we ask that you 

please contact the undersigned at your earliest convenience. 

 

In the meantime, if there are any questions, please don’t hesitate to contact us. 

 

Yours truly, 

 

 

 

 

Duane Lindner, P. Eng. 

Project Manager 

 

DXL/mjj 

 

Cc: Sarah Austin, P.Eng. – City of Cambridge 

  

 

 

 

 

Phone: 226-214-3238 

Email:  lindnerd@ae.ca 
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Duane Lindner

From: Marriott, David (MNRF) <David.Marriott@ontario.ca>

Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2016 11:37 AM

To: Duane Lindner

Cc: Reimer, Elizabeth (MNRF); Ryan, Doug (MNRF)

Subject: RE: Freeport Creek SWM Facility - Discussion

Attachments: Administrative Guide.pdf; lria-sec-16-technical-bulletin.pdf

Hi Duane, 

 

I can provide an update to address the project team’s question regarding the potential applicability of the Lakes and 

Rivers Improvement Act (LRIA).   

 

The Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) has reviewed the existing Freeport Creek stormwater 

management (SWM) facility in context to the LRIA.  The earth embankment, through which the outlets convey water, 

would hold back water during high flows and floods associated with Freeport Creek.  This qualifies as a ‘dam’ for the 

purposes of the LRIA.  Please note that any alteration, improvement or repair to the dam that may affect the dam’s 

safety, structural integrity, waters or natural resources will require an approval under the Act. 

 

It is recommended that a meeting with MNRF staff be scheduled to discuss the LRIA further once the project team has 

identified the preferred improvements to the outlet structure.  In this meeting we should be able to give the project 

team a better idea of the process and potential approvals under the LRIA.  For example, if it is determined that 

improvements to the outlet will not affect the above noted matters associated with the dam, the MNRF may issue a 

letter stating that no approval under the LRIA is required.       

 

For your reference, attached is the administrative guide and technical bulletin that outlines the type of information the 

MNRF would be looking for to determine if an approval under the LRIA is required.  In particular, Section 3.2 of the 

technical bulletin describes the submission requirements. The project team may find it useful to refer to these 

documents to inform the recommended meeting. 

 

Please note that when other agency matters (e.g. GRCA permit) may also need to be addressed, the MNRF will often 

request that any concerns be resolved before an application is made under the LRIA. 

 

I hope to respond to your other inquiries regarding the provincially significant wetland etc. next week. 

 

Thanks 

 

Dave 

 
Dave Marriott 

District Planner 

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, Guelph District 

1 Stone Road West 

Guelph ON, N1G 4Y2 

(P) 519-826-4926 

(F) 519-826-6849 

email: david.marriott@ontario.ca 
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From: Duane Lindner [mailto:lindnerd@ae.ca]  

Sent: August 11, 2016 1:22 PM 

To: Marriott, David (MNRF) 
Subject: RE: Freeport Creek SWM Facility - Discussion 

 

Hi Dave 

I figured you may be unavailable – it’s kind of a last minute invite.  If you can provide some guidance / answers to those 

questions that would be great.  Either way, I’ll copy you on the minutes of the meeting. 

 

FYI – we’re not expecting to solve all the issues at this meeting, but thought it a good idea to start the discussion and 

clarify a few things before getting too far along. 

 

Thanks 

Duane 

 

-----Original Appointment----- 

From: Marriott, David (MNRF) [mailto:David.Marriott@ontario.ca]  

Sent: Thursday, August 11, 2016 1:19 PM 

To: Duane Lindner 

Subject: Declined: Freeport Creek SWM Facility - Discussion 

When: Tuesday, August 16, 2016 10:30 AM-12:00 PM (UTC-05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada). 

Where: GRCA - Conestoga Room 

 

Hi Duane, 
I am sorry but my schedule up until the last week of August is full, and I will not be able to attend the 
meeting on the 16th.  
I may be able to respond to your questions in advance of the meeting by email, or shortly after, if that 
is alright. 
Dave 

You may unsubscribe from Associated's electronic communications at any time. 
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Duane Lindner

From: Geoffrey Keyworth <GKeyworth@regionofwaterloo.ca>

Sent: Friday, August 19, 2016 2:00 PM

To: Jeff Suggett

Cc: Sarah Austin; noonans@cambridge.ca; Duane Lindner; Rick Hein

Subject: Re: NCBP EA - Transportation Analysis

Thanks Jeff, that approach makes sense to me. With respect to the question of whether a two-lane or four-

lane cross section will be required, I think the Stage 1 MESP results were inconclusive, suggesting that a staged 

implementation should be considered.  

 

 

Geoff 

 

Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphone on the Bell network. 

From: Jeff Suggett 

Sent: Friday, August 19, 2016 10:11 

To: Geoffrey Keyworth 
Cc: Sarah Austin; noonans@cambridge.ca; Duane Lindner; Rick Hein 

Subject: NCBP EA - Transportation Analysis 

 

Geoff, 

  

Thanks again for your memo (dated June 30, 2016) providing the requested information on the TransCAD and VISUM 

model outputs relating to the North Cambridge Business Park study. The information was quite helpful for better 

understanding the strengths and weaknesses of both models and their ability to accurately forecast traffic on roads 

within the North Cambridge Business Park. We have reviewed the information provided and noted that the two models 

significantly underestimated the projected 2031 traffic volume compared to the results shown in the East Side Lands 

(Stage 1) MESP Transportation Assessment report by Dillon Consulting for the proposed north-south collector road 

(Option 3A).  From your memo, it would appear that this can be attributed to insufficient calibration of the Region’s 

model specific to the study area.  

  

From our assessment of the Region’s model outputs as compared to the East Side Lands report, we believe that the East 

Side Lands forecasted traffic in the Dillon report is more representative of anticipated conditions on the north-south 

collector road, and using the MESP data would be a more conservative approach. Therefore, for the City’s North 

Cambridge Business Park EA, the forecasted traffic from the MESP will be used to assess the ability of the north-south 

collector road to accommodate traffic flow (as a two-lane versus four-lane cross section) and conduct a high level 

functional review of traffic control requirements at Boychuk Road, Allendale Road and Middle Block Road.  

  

If you have any further questions regarding the above approach or would like to discuss it further, let us know. 

  

Best Regards, 

  
Jeff Suggett, M. Sc. 

Senior Transportation Planner 
Associated Engineering (Ont.) Ltd. 
Suite 208 - 110A Hannover Drive, St. Catharines, ON L2W 1A4  
Tel: 905.346.0990 | Dir: 905-346-0989 Ext 296 
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Duane Lindner

From: SANDY ACCHIONE <sandyacchione@rogers.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 13, 2016 4:31 PM

To: Sarah Austin

Cc: Mark Kindrachuk; Elaine Brunn Shaw; Duane Lindner

Subject: Re: North Cambridge Business Park - update

I would agree that given the meetings held with affected landowners no need for a PIC is 
logical.  Newsletter is fine.  Our bigger issue is timing.  We need this process to conclude so we can 
submit our Phase 2 applications which we are ready to move forward.    Determining the crossing 
point allows for the infrastructure to move north and our phase 2 lands to proceed.   
 
Can you confirm the timing is still on track for December 2016?  
  
 
  
With Best Regards, 
 
Sandy Acchione CPA, CA - MBA 
416-804-5958 
 

On Thursday, October 13, 2016 1:43 PM, Sarah Austin <AustinS@cambridge.ca> wrote: 
 

Hi Sandy, 
  
The City has been reviewing how we carry out certain aspects of Class EA studies, specifically the 
public consultation process.  After some discussion with city staff and the project team for the North 
Cambridge Business Park EA, we have decided not to host a PIC at this time.  Instead, we are 
preparing a newsletter that will be sent to all residents/property owners within the study area.  The 
newsletter will include the project background, alternatives for all components of the EA Study and 
will solicit input on the various alternatives.   
  
Due to the number of public meetings that have been held previously for the various East Side Lands 
projects (including the Stage 1 MESP, Stage 2 MESP and City’s proposed zoning updates), and the 
meetings that have been held with the landowners in the vicinity of the North-South Collector Road, it 
was felt there is already a general awareness of the background of the project and the need for the 
project.  Also, with several other PICs being held in the next four to six weeks (Stage 2 MESP, 
Region of Waterloo Pumping Station), trying to include another PIC in that timeframe was difficult, as 
was trying to co-host a meeting with one of the other projects. 
  
Associated Engineering is currently working on a draft of the newsletter, which is due to city staff by 
the end of the month.  We hope to be sending the newsletter out in mid-November.  You are on the 
mailing list and will be receiving a copy. 
  
With regards to MTE’s comments regarding the dam, a draft response has been prepared and 
circulated to the agencies to confirm our understanding on the dam.  I hope to have that response 
finalized in the next week or two. 
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I trust that’s the update you are looking for.  If you have any further questions, please let me know. 
  
Regards, 
  
Sarah Austin, P. Eng. 
Manager of Development Engineering 
  
City of Cambridge 
Development & Infrastructure Department 
50 Dickson Street, 3rd Floor 
Cambridge, ON  N1R 5W8 
Phone: 519-621-0740 ext. 4552 
Fax: 519-740-7729 
Email: austins@cambridge.ca 
  

From: SANDY ACCHIONE [mailto:sandyacchione@rogers.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 3:19 PM 
To: Sarah Austin 
Cc: Mark Kindrachuk; Elaine Brunn Shaw 
Subject: EA 
  
What is the status of the PIC?   Also status of MTE's comments/covenants about scope re "dam" 
aspect of crossing?    
  
With Best Regards, 
 
Sandy Acchione CPA, CA - MBA 
416-804-5958 

This communication is confidential and may contain information protected by Privacy 
legislation. Unauthorized use is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended 
recipient or have received this communication in error, please notify the sender  
immediately by telephone.  
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November 23, 2016        File: 20165967.P.04.01 

 

Jeff Martens, P.Eng. 

MTE Consultants Inc. 

520 Bingemans Centre Drive 

Kitchener, ON, N2B 3X9 

 

Re: NORTH CAMBRIDGE BUSINESS PARK EA  

 

Dear Mr. Martens: 

 

Thank you for your letter of August 22, 2016 regarding the North Cambridge Business Park Class EA.  We 

encourage continued dialogue between the City’s EA project team and your firm as representatives of one 

of the key landowners within the EA study area. 

 

In your letter you highlighted some concerns regarding the perceived scope of the EA study in regards to 

the Freeport Creek SWM facility.  We acknowledge the apparent desire to have the existing facility 

retrofitted such that it can potentially provide a SWM solution for adjacent development lands.   

 

The MESP’s Master Drainage Plan identifies various alternatives to be considered as part of the separate 

EA for the Freeport Creek SWM Pond (a.k.a. pond 130).  However, based on information provided by the 

GRCA relating to their ongoing discussions between conservation authorities, there is a general direction 

that online SWM facilities can only provide flood control for the Regional storm event.  Quantity controls for 

other storm events (i.e. up to the Regional storm) are to be provided via off-line facilities.   This direction will 

influence the development and evaluation of alternatives for the Freeport SWM pond.   

 

Alternatives will also focus on localized improvements to the existing Freeport SWM pond to minimize 

further sedimentation and to address the overall functionality of the facility in the context of its original 

design and to address / minimize flooding conditions both upstream and downstream of the facility.   

 

It has also recently been confirmed through the MNRF that the outlet structure qualifies as a ‘dam’ for the 

purposes of the Lakes and Rivers Improvements Act (LRIA).  However, the scope of this EA study will not 

include a detailed design of the flood control, rather only the preliminary scoping meeting with the MNRF to 

determine future detailed design requirements in relation to the preferred solution for the pond and North-

South Collector Road.  In general, the intent will be to maintain the current floodlines while ensuring the 

long term stability of the outlet structure in relation to any improvements, including potential incorporation of 

the outlet structure into the new road crossing of the creek. 

 

In regard to your requests, we advise that: 

 

 Per the recommendations of the Master Drainage Plan and based on discussions with the GRCA, 

quantity controls for adjacent development lands are to be provided by off-line facilities.  We 
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understand that this is also consistent with the current conditions of draft plan approval for the 

Creekside Phase 1 development.    However, alternatives to include further SWM controls for 

adjacent lands within the Freeport Creek SWM pond will be evaluated in this EA, as recommended 

in the MESP and its Master Drainage Plan.   

 Currently, the Regional floodline elevation within the Freeport SWM facility is approximately 

303.0m.  Targeting a flood elevation of 302.0m as suggested would likely require a larger release 

rate and this could adversely affect downstream flood elevations and limits.  Furthermore, such a 

change would likely have impacts to the established vegetation and habitat within the recently 

designated PSW.  This will be reviewed through the development and evaluation of alternatives. 

 The ability to integrate the flood control structure with the proposed road crossing will be included 

as part of the evaluation criteria for the various alternatives.  Per discussion with the GRCA, there is 

a strong preference to keep the pond’s outlet structure and the road crossing at a common location 

to avoid a second crossing of the creek (and any related impacts).  

 An overall strategy for the Freeport Creek SWM facility will be developed through the selection of 

the preferred solution in this EA.  However, subject to the preferred solution and as noted above, 

quantity controls for adjacent development lands are generally required to be via offline facilities.  

The detailed design of SWM controls for adjacent development lands would need to be defined 

through their respective development applications. 

 Hydrologic and hydraulic modeling for the Freeport Creek SWM facility is included in the current 

scope of the EA study. 

 

Finally, in regards to timing for this EA, it is the City’s intention to complete the EA study as quickly as 

possible.  The project schedule was based on completion in March 2017, and we are working towards that 

end.      

 

We thank you for your input and will aim to drive this project towards a mutually agreeable resolution. 

 

Yours truly, 

 

 

 

 

D. Lindner, P.Eng. 

Project Manager 

 

 

cc:   Sarah Austin, P.Eng. - GRCA 

 John Brum, P.Eng - GRCA 
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I don’t have any contact information, but if you can figure out how to send out this newsletter to her, 
that would be great. 
 
Thanks,  
 
Sarah Austin, P. Eng. 
Manager of Development Engineering 
City of Cambridge 
519-621-0740 ext. 4552 

 

From: Maggi Jones [mailto:jonesm@ae.ca]  
Sent: Monday, December 05, 2016 11:44 AM 

To: Sarah Austin 

Cc: Duane Lindner 
Subject: NCBP - Newsletter 1 

 

Good Morning Sarah, 

 

Please find attached the Stakeholder list for NCBP. The spreadsheet shows columns for how the newsletter was sent and 

on what date.  Please let me know if I have any questions. 

 

Many thanks, 

 
Maggi Jones  

Group Administrator  
Suite 302, 508 Riverbend Drive 
Kitchener, Ontario CANADA N2K 3S2  
Tel: 226-214-3245 | Fax: 226-214-3188 

 

 

You may unsubscribe from our electronic communications at any time. 

 

 

You may unsubscribe from Associated's electronic communications at any time. 

This communication is confidential and may contain information protected by Privacy 

legislation. Unauthorized use is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended 

recipient or have received this communication in error, please notify the sender  

immediately by telephone.  
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Duane Lindner

From: j&m <jjmh@sympatico.ca>

Sent: Monday, December 19, 2016 8:59 AM

To: Duane Lindner

Cc: austins@cambridge.ca

Subject: North Cambridge Business Park Newsletter Survey Response

Attachments: Dec 19'2016 AE North Cambridge Business Park Newsletter No.1 Survey Response.jpg

We have read over the Newsletter No. 1 for  the North Cambridge Business Park.  

Our Survey response is attached. 

 

John & Maria Hofstetter 
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Duane Lindner

From: Mark Kindrachuk <mmk@intermarketinc.com>

Sent: Saturday, December 17, 2016 1:43 PM

To: Sarah Austin (AustinS@cambridge.ca); Duane Lindner

Cc: Sandy Acchione ; Paul Eichinger (peichinger@mte85.com); Jeff Martens; Jason Cabral 

(JCabral@mte85.com); Matthew Chandy (MChandy@regionofwaterloo.ca); 

jhill@regionofwaterloo.ca; Sylvia Rafalski-Misch; Gary Dyke <DykeG@cambridge.ca> 

(DykeG@cambridge.ca); Elaine Brunn Shaw; Bryan Cooper (CooperB@cambridge.ca); 

Peter Benninger; dcurrie@mhbcplan.com; Michelle Sergi (MSergi@regionofwaterloo.ca)

Subject: FW: North Cambridge Business Park - Newsletter 1: Delay in completion of EA's

Attachments: mem_NCBP_Newsletter_20161130.pdf

Sarah and Duane: I recently received a copy of the North Cambridge Business Park – (Newsletter 1) and am very 

concerned  with the last paragraph on Page 5 where it states “….the evaluation and details of the preferred solution, 

will be presented in an Environmental Study Report (ESR) which will be available for public review in the spring of 

2017”. Our understanding is that the DECISIONS on the key issues like road crossing location for Freeport Creek and 

sanitary pumping station location etc were to be made by March 1, 2017; and it is unacceptable to start using a generic 

timeframe of “further review in the spring”. It also frustrating to read Sarah’s email below where it states “Mark has 

recently forwarded an alternative construction timeline…”, when in fact we have been working on this project for over 

9.5 years, (see article below left) and the lands were to be ready for development last year – as you can see from 

the Feb 2013 newspaper article (below right).  

 

One of the main reasons it has taken so long is because of continual delays in completing EA’s and subsequent decision-

making. The Feb 2013 newspaper article indicates development should be ready to go in 2015 and a Regional Councillor 

stated it should have been ready in 2012! The key issue is we cannot attract users and investors without certainty and a 

committed schedule. The lack of “shovel ready” lands costs the City and Region taxes, jobs and economic opportunities; 

and as the 2013 article below states “We can’t afford to have companies come here, look and leave.”  

 

It is also important to note that to get shovel-ready lands available to market we must set time lines and adhere to 

them.  The EA’s for the most part are a technical exercise as no residents care about where the creek crossing will be 

located on our lands. 

  

In summary, the City, Region and ourselves cannot afford additional delays in decision making and we will contact you 

shortly to try and resolve this situation. 
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Mark Kindrachuk 

President 

Intermarket Real Estate Group 

 

T: 416.864.6552 

C: 416.450.5033 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Sarah Austin [mailto:AustinS@cambridge.ca]  

Sent: Friday, December 16, 2016 10:58 AM 

To: Paul Eichinger 

Cc: Mark Kindrachuk; 'SANDY ACCHIONE'; Jeff Martens; Jason Cabral 

Subject: RE: North Cambridge Business Park - Newsletter 1 

 

Hi, 

 

As the need for the pumping station wasn't identified until recently, the project was not included in the last 

development charges update.  The project will be included in the next DC update, which will occur in 2019.  As such, 

we've included a capital project in 2019 for the construction of the station, with funding from DCs. 

 

I am aware that 2019 is likely not Mark's preferred timing, and the advancement of various projects is a larger discussion 

that can be had.  Mark has recently forwarded an alternative construction timeline, and staff will be responding to that 

shortly. 

 

Hopefully that's the information you're looking for.  If you need anything further, please let me know. 

 

Sarah Austin, P. Eng. 

Manager of Development Engineering 

 

City of Cambridge 

Development & Infrastructure Department 

50 Dickson Street, 3rd Floor 

Cambridge, ON  N1R 5W8 

Phone: 519-621-0740 ext. 4552 

Fax: 519-740-7729 

Email: austins@cambridge.ca 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Paul Eichinger [mailto:peichinger@mte85.com] 

Sent: Friday, December 16, 2016 10:02 AM 

To: Sarah Austin 

Cc: 'Mark Kindrachuk'; 'SANDY ACCHIONE'; Jeff Martens; Jason Cabral 

Subject: North Cambridge Business Park - Newsletter 1 

 

Hi Sarah.  I know that the City has budgeted DC funds for the N/S and E/W roads, and the Freeport Creek crossing/SWM 

area.  Is there funding allocated for the Sanitary Pumping Station and Forcemain?  Paul 

 

 

Paul Eichinger, P.Eng. | Vice President 

MTE Consultants Inc. 

P: 519-743-6500 x1366 | peichinger@mte85.com 
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Duane Lindner

From: Minkin, Dan (MTCS) <Dan.Minkin@ontario.ca>

Sent: Thursday, December 22, 2016 4:12 PM

To: austins@cambridge.ca

Cc: Duane Lindner

Subject: North Cambridge Business Park - MTCS Comments

Attachments: 2016-12-22 - North Cambridge Business Park - MTCS Comments.pdf

Good afternoon, 

Please see attached. 

 

Dan Minkin  

Heritage Planner  

Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport  

Culture Division | Programs and Services Branch | Heritage Program Unit 

401 Bay Street, Suite 1700  

Toronto, Ontario M7A 0A7  

Tel. 416.314.7147 |  Fax. 416.314.7175 

 



 

 

Ministry of Tourism, 
Culture and Sport 

Heritage Program Unit  
Programs and Services Branch  
401 Bay Street, Suite 1700 
Toronto ON  M7A 0A7  
Tel: 416 314 7147 
Fax: 416 212 1802 

Ministère du Tourisme, 
de la Culture et du Sport 

Unité des programmes patrimoine  
Direction des programmes et des services 
401, rue Bay, Bureau 1700 
Toronto ON  M7A 0A7 
Tél: 416 314 7147 
Téléc: 416 212 1802 

 

December 22, 2016 (EMAIL ONLY)  
 
Sarah Austin, P. Eng. 
Mgr of Development Engineering 
City of Cambridge 
50 Dickson Street, P.O. Box 669 
Cambridge, ON  NiR 5W8 
E: austins@cambridge.ca 

 
RE:  MTCS file #:  0005655 
 Proponent: City of Cambridge 
 Subject:  Newsletter No. 1 
    North Cambridge Business Park 
 Location: City of Cambridge, Ontario 

 
Dear Ms. Austin: 

 
Thank you for providing the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS) with the newsletter for your 
project. MTCS’s interest in this EA project relates to its mandate of conserving Ontario’s cultural heritage, 
which includes: 
 

 Archaeological resources, including land-based and marine; 

 Built heritage resources, including bridges and monuments; and,  

 Cultural heritage landscapes. 
 
Under the EA process, the proponent is required to determine a project’s potential impact on cultural 
heritage resources.  
 
While some cultural heritage resources may have already been formally identified, others may be 
identified through screening and evaluation. Aboriginal communities may have knowledge that can 
contribute to the identification of cultural heritage resources, and we suggest that any engagement with 
Aboriginal communities includes a discussion about known or potential cultural heritage resources that 
are of value to these communities. Municipal Heritage Committees, historical societies and other local 
heritage organizations may also have knowledge that contributes to the identification of cultural heritage 
resources. 
 
Archaeological Resources  
Your EA project may impact archaeological resources and you should screen the project with the MTCS 
Criteria for Evaluating Archaeological Potential to determine if an archaeological assessment is needed. 
MTCS archaeological sites data are available at archaeology@ontario.ca. If your EA project area exhibits 
archaeological potential, then an archaeological assessment (AA) should be undertaken by an 
archaeologist licenced under the OHA, who is responsible for submitting the report directly to MTCS for 
review. 
 
Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage Landscapes 
The MTCS Criteria for Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage 
Landscapes should be completed to help determine whether your EA project may impact cultural heritage 
resources. The Clerk for the City of Cambridge can provide information on property registered or 

http://www.forms.ssb.gov.on.ca/mbs/ssb/forms/ssbforms.nsf/GetFileAttach/021-0478E~3/$File/0478E.pdf
mailto:archaeology@ontario.ca
http://www.forms.ssb.gov.on.ca/mbs/ssb/forms/ssbforms.nsf/GetFileAttach/021-0500E~1/$File/0500E.pdf
http://www.forms.ssb.gov.on.ca/mbs/ssb/forms/ssbforms.nsf/GetFileAttach/021-0500E~1/$File/0500E.pdf


 

It is the sole responsibility of proponents to ensure that any information and documentation submitted as part of their EA report or 
file is accurate.  MTCS makes no representation or warranty as to the completeness, accuracy or quality of the any checklists, 
reports or supporting documentation submitted as part of the EA process, and in no way shall MTCS be liable for any harm, 
damages, costs, expenses, losses, claims or actions that may result if any checklists, reports or supporting documents are 
discovered to be inaccurate, incomplete, misleading or fraudulent.  
 
Please notify MTCS if archaeological resources are impacted by EA project work. All activities impacting archaeological resources 
must cease immediately, and a licensed archaeologist is required to carry out an archaeological assessment in accordance with the 
Ontario Heritage Act and the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists.   
 
If human remains are encountered, all activities must cease immediately and the local police as well as the Cemeteries Regulation 
Unit of the Ministry of Government and Consumer Services must be contacted. In situations where human remains are associated 
with archaeological resources, MTCS should also be notified to ensure that the site is not subject to unlicensed alterations which 
would be a contravention of the Ontario Heritage Act. 

designated under the Ontario Heritage Act. Municipal Heritage Planners can also provide information that 
will assist you in completing the checklist. 
  
If potential or known heritage resources exist, MTCS recommends that a Heritage Impact Assessment 
(HIA), prepared by a qualified consultant, should be completed to assess potential project impacts. Our 
Ministry’s Info Sheet #5: Heritage Impact Assessments and Conservation Plans outlines the scope of 
HIAs. Please send the HIA to MTCS for review, and make it available to local organizations or individuals 
who have expressed interest in heritage.  
 
Environmental Assessment Reporting 
All technical heritage studies and their recommendations are to be addressed and incorporated into EA 
projects. Please advise MTCS whether any technical heritage studies will be completed for your EA 
project, and provide them to MTCS before issuing a Notice of Completion. If your screening has identified 
no known or potential cultural heritage resources, or no impacts to these resources, please include the 
completed checklists and supporting documentation in the EA report or file.  
 
Thank you for consulting MTCS on this project: please continue to do so through the EA process, and 
contact me for any questions or clarification.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Dan Minkin 
Heritage Planner 
Dan.Minkin@Ontario.ca 
 
Copied to:  Duane Linder, Associated Engineering 

http://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/publications/Heritage_Tool_Kit_Heritage_PPS_infoSheet.pdf
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Duane Lindner

From: Ryan Mino <RMino@KLMPlanning.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 21, 2016 2:43 PM

To: Sarah Austin; Duane Lindner

Cc: April Souwand; Jane Gurney; Christian Lamanna; Miguel Singer; David Singer

Subject: North Cambridge Business Park Class EA - Comments from Madison Riverbank

Attachments: Letter in response to North Cambridge Business Park Class EA - Dec 21, 2016.pdf

Good Afternoon Ms. Austin and Mr. Lindner; 

 

Please find attached our comments with respect to the above-referenced matter on behalf of Madison Riverbank 

Holdings Ltd. 

 

Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns. 

 

Regards, 

 

Ryan 

 

Ryan Mino-Leahan  B.U.R.Pl., MCIP, RPP    
PARTNER 
 

KLM PLANNING PARTNERS INC.   
Planning | Design | Development  
 

64 Jardin Drive, Unit 1B    Concord, Ontario    L4K 3P3 

T 905.669.4055 (ext. 224)    F 905.669.0097     E rmino@klmplanning.com W www.klmplanning.com 
 

��� Please consider the environment before printing this email 
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December 21, 2016 

By E-mail only: austins@cambridge.ca and lindnerd@ae.ca 

Sarah Austin, P. Eng. 
Manager of Development Engineering 
City of Cambridge 
50 Dickson Street, P.O. Box 669 
Cambridge, ON 
N1R 5W8 
 
and 
 
Duane Lindner, P. Eng. 
Project Manager 
Associated Engineering 
508 Riverbend Drive 
Kitchener, ON 
N2K 3S2 
 

Re:  North Cambridge Business Park 
Class Environmental Assessment 
Request for Comments 
On behalf of 
Madison Riverbank Holdings Ltd. 
895 Riverbank Drive 
City of Cambridge 

 
Dear Ms. Austin and Mr. Linder 

KLM Planning Partners Inc. is the land use planning consultant for Madison Riverbank Holdings 
Ltd. (“Madison”), owner of lands known municipally as 895 Riverbank Drive in the City of 
Cambridge (“subject lands”). The subject lands are located at the northeast corner of Riverbank 
Drive and Middle Block Road and are approximately 32.2 hectares (80 acres) in size.  The purpose 
of this letter is to provide a preliminary response with regard to the North Cambridge Business 
Park Class Environmental Assessment (“Class EA”), specifically with regard to the information 
presented in Newsletter No. 1, dated December 2016.   
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Background  

The subject lands are immediately north of Middle Block Road opposite lands subject to the Class 
EA and which are currently designated as “Prime Industrial/Strategic Reserve (Serviced)” by Map 
3a (Urban Area) of the Region of Waterloo Official Plan (“ROP”). Decisions respecting the various 
options for road alignments and intersection design have direct implications to the subject lands 
and the potential for coordinated access and future development. 

As you know, the Region of Waterloo recently updated its Official Plan. The ROP was approved 
by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing on December 22, 2010, and then subject to a 
number of appeals to the Ontario Municipal Board (“OMB”) by several parties.  Madison was 
active throughout the ROP review, and was additionally involved through the OMB appeals of 
the ROP respecting the subject lands. Through the OMB process, modifications to the ROP were 
made and final approval was issued by the OMB on June 28, 2015.  

The subject lands are designated “Prime Agricultural Area” on Map 7 (The Countryside) of the 
ROP and furthermore are located outside of the existing urban area as illustrated on Map 3a 
(Urban Area). The subject lands are located within a broader area known as the “East Side Lands”. 
As part of the OMB approval, the policies within the ROP recognize that justification exists for 
the designation of 170 hectares of Urban Designated Greenfield Area for residential purposes 
beyond what is currently designated in the ROP. Priority consideration is given to 55 hectares of 
Urban Designated Greenfield Area in the northern portion of the East Side Lands near Breslau 
with the remaining 115 hectares generally located in the southern area of the East Side Lands 
including the subject lands. Policies within the ROP indicate that priority consideration is to be 
given to enhancing the size of the residential areas currently designated rural residential in the 
City of Cambridge Official Plan (west of Fountain Street, north of Middle Block Road, and south 
of Fairway Road North) to create a residential cluster of sufficient size to be integrated with 
surrounding and future employment uses. The subject lands are situated within this priority area.  

The City of Cambridge Official Plan designates the subject lands “Prime Agricultural” on Map 2 
(General Land Use Plan).  

An Amendment to both the Region of Waterloo and City of Cambridge Official Plans will be 
required to the Stage 2 East Side Lands including the subject lands to bring them into the urban 
area in support of residential development.  

Both the Region of Waterloo and the local municipalities including the City of Cambridge have 
commenced the East Side Lands – Stage 2 Master Environmental Servicing Plan and Secondary 
Plan to bring the aforementioned 170 hectares of residential and employment lands into the 
urban boundary. KLM Planning in conjunction with Madison have been and will remain actively 
involved in this process in the consideration of future urban uses on the subject lands through 
the ongoing review of the East Side Lands – Stage 2 Study as well as the ongoing review of the 
Stage 1 Study which includes the lands located directly south of the subject lands and Middle 
Block Road and subject to the Class EA. 
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North Cambridge Business Park Class EA 

In response to the preliminary information presented in Newsletter No. 1, dated December 2016, 
we have had an opportunity to review the various options for the new north-south collector road 
that will connect Middle Block Road across Allendale Road and Freeport Creek and connect to 
the future Creekside Development.  

We acknowledge that five (5) options were considered but two (2) have since been removed due 
to the preliminary review of the alignments in the context of the surrounding areas including 
impacts to existing properties, impacts to environmental and natural areas and the ability for the 
road to support potential development plans for the desired employment lands uses. What is not 
clear is if any consideration was given to the potential alignment of the future north-south 
collector road with future residential lands to the north including the future development 
potential of the subject lands. 

Potential alignment #2 and #3 currently terminate at the southern boundary of the subject lands. 
KLM Planning in consultation with Madison have evaluated both options as illustrated in 
Attachment #1. From our review, alignment #2 is our preferred alignment as it provides for a 
better configuration of potential residential land uses and road patterns in consideration the 
preliminary location of environmental features that exist on the subject lands. In reviewing the 
enclosed illustration, you will note that based on preliminary mapping available to us, alignment 
#2 is situated approximately 35m east of the existing environmental feature. Alignment #3 is 
situated approximately 73m west of the existing environmental feature, which from a road 
pattern and lotting perspective is very difficult to make work.  

While we acknowledge that urban development has not been approved and we are still in the 
very early stages of developing concepts in support of residential uses on the subject lands, we 
wanted to indicate some preliminary comments with regard to the potential alignments being 
considered through the Class EA. Ultimately in our view, the north-south collector road should 
line up with the local road system to the north for appropriate coordination and alignment of the 
future intersection(s). 

We would be pleased to meet to review this submission in greater detail with you and we will 
endeavor to share any conceptual plans for future development on the subject lands as they 
become available. We kindly request that we be notified of any future reports and/or public 
meetings and open houses regarding this Study. We reserve the right to provide additional 
comments on the proposed matter related to the subject lands as it evolves.  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and we look forward to participating further in the 
review. If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned.  
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Yours very truly, 

KLM PLANNING PARTNERS INC. 

 

Ryan Mino-Leahan, BURPl, MCIP, RPP 
Partner 
 
Copy:   Madison Riverbank Holdings Ltd. 
  April Souwand, Manager of Policy Planning – City of Cambridge 
  Jane E. Gurney, Principal Planner – Region of Waterloo 
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Duane Lindner

From: j&m <jjmh@sympatico.ca>

Sent: Monday, December 19, 2016 8:59 AM

To: Duane Lindner

Cc: austins@cambridge.ca

Subject: North Cambridge Business Park Newsletter Survey Response

Attachments: Dec 19'2016 AE North Cambridge Business Park Newsletter No.1 Survey Response.jpg

We have read over the Newsletter No. 1 for  the North Cambridge Business Park.  

Our Survey response is attached. 

 

John & Maria Hofstetter 
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Duane Lindner

From: Sarah Austin <AustinS@cambridge.ca>

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2017 4:02 PM

To: Linda Farley; Duane Lindner

Cc: Marcel Farley

Subject: RE: North Cambridge Business Park landowner feedback regarding north-south 

collector road

Hi Linda, 
 
Thank you for providing comments.  We are always open to receiving comments/feedback, even 
when the deadline has passed. 
 
Since Newsletter #1 was circulated, we’ve continued on with the project, which included an evaluation 
of the alternatives.   From that evaluation, the preferred alternative has been identified as Option 2 in 
Zone 1.  This is the option that is more centrally located within the future development areas.  A 
second newsletter will be going out shortly that provides further information on the preferred 
alternative.   
 
With regards to your comments about servicing the existing residences on Riverbank Drive, at this 
time, the City is not looking to extend municipal services along Riverbank Drive.  The proposed 
sanitary pumping station is planned to provide an outlet for the development areas, and will be funded 
through Development Charges.  Development Charges are paid by the developer/builder and are 
intended to fund infrastructure related to development.  The pumping station will not be constructed 
using tax dollars. 
 
And finally, with respect to your comments about King Street, we would note that the ION system is a 
Region project.   As such, I can’t speak to its potential routes and impacts on various 
roads.  However, at this time, the City has no plans to restrict access to King Street.  If you would like 
more information on the Stage 2 ION project, you can visit the Region’s transit website at 
http://rapidtransit.regionofwaterloo.ca/en/ 
 
Regards, 
 
Sarah Austin, P. Eng. 
Manager of Development Engineering 
 
City of Cambridge 
Development & Infrastructure Department 
50 Dickson Street, 3rd Floor 
Cambridge, ON  N1R 5W8 
Phone: 519-621-0740 ext. 4552 
Fax: 519-740-7729 
Email: austins@cambridge.ca 

 

From: Linda Farley [mailto:forbes_schaefer@yahoo.ca]  

Sent: Tuesday, April 18, 2017 12:36 PM 
To: Sarah Austin; lindnerd@ae.ca 
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Cc: Marcel Farley 

Subject: North Cambridge Business Park landowner feedback regarding north-south collector road 

 

Dear Sarah and Duane 

 

Your newsletter No. 1 of December 2016 arrived at the end of January via the Canadian Forces postal system. 

But neither of us were home to receive it. I am deployed to the MiddleEast and my husband is in Cold Lake 

investigating the crash there of a Canadian fighter jet. We are currently home on leave and read the newsletter. 

We hope that, although you had indicated a December 21, 2016 date for making comments, you will kindly 

consider our wishes. 

 

We will retire in a few months and have been longing to return home to peace and quiet after many years of 

serving outside of Canada. Our retirement home is on the east side of Riverbank Drive, two properties south of 

Allendale Road. We read with horror your newsletter which says that consideration is being given to building a 

major road behind our house. We certainly do not want a major road built along our property and ask that you 

eliminate option #1 from consideration in Zone 1. We are sure the other options through vacant farmland will 

be much less disruptive to existing landowners on Riverbank Drive and trust that you will eliminate option #1 

from further consideration. 

 

We also would like to take this opportunity to add a few additional thoughts/desires. First, given that we 

taxpayers are incurring a major expense in constructing a sanitary pumping station, we request that this 

development include the servicing of homes on Riverbank Drive. Second, while considering the possible impact 

of the new ION rail system phase II, we ask that direct road access to King Street be maintained, either via 

Riverbank Drive or through the Zone 1 development. 

 

Again, thank you for the opportunity of providing our feedback on the proposed development, in particular the 

opportunity to voice our strong objection to option #1 in zone 1. 

 

Kind regards, 

Linda and Marcel Farley  

 

This communication is confidential and may contain information protected by Privacy 

legislation. Unauthorized use is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended 

recipient or have received this communication in error, please notify the sender  

immediately by telephone.  
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April 25, 2017  

File:  

 

John Brum, Resource Planner 

Grand River Conservation Authority 

400 Clyde Road 

PO Box 729 

Cambridge, ON  N1R 5W6 

 

 

Re: NORTH CAMBRIDGE BUSINESS PARK - ESR COMMENTS 

 

Dear John: 

 

Thank you for your comments for the Draft ESR for the North Cambridge Business Park.  For ease of 

reference, we reiterate each of your comments below (in italics), followed by our responses, as appropriate.   

 

General Comments 

In principle, the GRCA generally agrees with the selected preferred alternative to address the 

solutions for the transportation, sanitary servicing, and stormwater management (SWM) 

infrastructure required to service the North Cambridge Business Park. However, the following 

technical review comments are requesting further details in order to clarify the supporting analysis 

and provides additional suggestions and report revisions that should be implemented to improve 

the final Environmental Study Report. Further, we will require detailed modeling files for review with 

any further submissions and in support of any floodline mapping updates that we will need to 

incorporate into our GIS system. 

 

Understood.  Detailed modeling will be provided as an appendix to the final ESR.  Digital versions of these 

files will be provided to the GRCA. 

 

Technical Review 

 

Water Resources Engineering Comments 

 

1. Report Title — The phrasing in the report’s title is a little unclear — i.e., the term “Class 

Environmental Study” is not particularly meaningful. Suggest that the report is actually an 

Environmental Summary Report and that the project’s full name ought to be included, i.e., 

“Municipal Class Environmental Assessment — North Cambridge Business Park (Proposed 

North/South Collector Road, Freeport Stormwater Management Pond Rehabilitation & Interim 

Sanitary Pumping Station)”. 

 

Agreed.  The report title has been adjusted as suggested. 
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2. Page 2-9 — indicates that the Region of Waterloo is the proponent for the Schedule ‘B’ EA - is 
this true? To all indications thus far, we understand this Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to be 
a City project. Please clarify? 

 

This has been corrected.  The City of Cambridge is the proponent for this EA study. 

 
3. Page 5-35 — opening paragraph to section, focusing on the fact that the GRCA regulates the 
SWM Facility, is questionable as an opening to the Problem Statement. Perhaps better located 
within 5.2.1 Background or in a dedicated section on “Regulatory / Approvals Context”? Such a 
dedicated section could also then include the range of regulatory interest in the feature — i.e., also 
include the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) under Lakes and Rivers 
Improvement Act, the Region of Waterloo under the Environmentally Sensitive Policy Area (ESPA), 
the City of Cambridge (as owners), etc.  

 

Agreed.  This paragraph has been moved to section 5.2.1 

 
4. Page 5-38 — though likely not intended as a comprehensive discussion of general SWM 
requirements, the section specifically references only quantity and quality controls, making no 
reference to water budget (i.e., infiltration requirements) or at-source LID BMP-type controls — 
suggest that a statement to the latter and any other SWM requirements as derived within the 
Master Environmental Servicing Plan (MESP) should be included.  

 

Agreed.  An appropriate reference to the MDP has been added in this section. 

 

 
5. Page 5-39 — perhaps need to split Table 5-2 into two tables, one each for original design and 
existing conditions or otherwise expand it for clarity? The original design was as a dry facility and, 
as such, all storage provided was ‘active’. Under existing conditions, there are both ‘permanent’ 
and ‘active’ components, with the former existing below the lowest available outlet at 301.25 m. 
As shown, it is unclear as to whether this separation of permanent (i.e., the 21,720 m3 below 
301.25 m) and active storage volumes has been considered in the hydrologic modeling — this 
should be clarified. Similarly, the storage difference between original design and existing 
conditions should be clarified in terms of both permanent and active components — i.e., there’s 
21,720 m3 more permanent storage and 121,550 m3 less active storage volume provided under 
existing conditions.  
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This table is not specifically intended to define the differences between permanent and active storage, then 

vs. now.  Rather, it is intended to define the current stage-storage relationship, and also includes (for 

reference) what the relationship used to be (which is actually irrelevant).  The permanent storage volume of 

21,720 m3 has been considered and is included in the hydrologic modelling.  For the purpose of comparing 

alternatives, the permanent storage volume was included in the modeling for all scenarios to represent the 

lowered normal water level as a result of normal infiltration and evaporation processes.   

 
6. Further to the comment above, digital copies of all hydrologic and hydraulic supporting 
modeling files and stage-storage-discharge tables (Excel) for each scenario should be provided 
with any subsequent submissions to permit a more comprehensive review and to support any 
formal floodline updates.  

 

Detailed modeling will be provided as an appendix to the final ESR.  Digital versions of these files will be 

provided to the GRCA. 

 
7. Page 5-46 — suggest revision to the statement describing the switching of the wetland’s 
hydroperiod to remove / replace the word “designed” as it is understood that the facility was never 
designed as such, but inadvertently became a wetland by virtue of a clogged low-flow outlet — 
suggest “however, with the low-flow outlet blocked and the facility unable to drain completely, the 
established hydroperiod classification has switched to “Permanent”. 

 

Agreed.  This change has been made. 

 

 
8. Page 5-53, 2nd paragraph — comment for clarity and possible revision re: the statement “per 
GRCA guidelines, the modeling of floodplain limits uses a conservative approach...” While this is 
certainly GRCA’s consistently applied approach, the limitation of consideration for flood control 
benefits provided by SWM ponds actually originates from the MNRF and the River and Stream 
Systems: Flooding Hazard Limit (2002) publication which states that “[s]tormwater management 
facilities may not be used to provide any reduction in flood flows” (section 4.6).  

 

Agreed.  The wording has been updated appropriately. 

 

 
9. Page 5-54 — first sentence — “various alternative design intentions”? Perhaps meant “. . .design 
“alternatives”?  

 

The word “intentions” is appropriate.  The items listed from the MDP are not fully described scenario 

descriptions, but rather intended outcomes related to potential changes to the facility. 
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10. Page 5-55 — “The stage-storage curve for the Freeport Creek SWM Facility was the same for 
each scenario, based on the assumption that changing the physical shape would not be practical 
and doing so would also have a detrimental effect on the PSW and related pond ecology.” Per the 
comment above (re: page 5-39), this statement is confusing and leads to questions around the 
modeling of some of the scenarios. The relationship between stage and “active storage” volumes 
should certainly be different between some of the scenarios. For example, Scenario #2 should have 
significantly more active storage available than Scenario #1 since the original outlet configuration 
is being restored. Similarly, Scenario #5, with an outlet structure relocated 300 m west should have 
more permanent and active storage available at all stages if the NWL of 301.25 m is maintained. 
Scenarios #6 and 7 both include a reduction in the Pond’s NWL, thereby increasing the available 
active storage from that which currently exists. Clarification and/or revision should be provided.  

 

Acknowledged.  The wording has been updated to clarify the stage-storage relationship used for the various 

scenarios, and as detailed in the modelling. 

 
11. Table 5.4 indicates that Scenarios 4-8 all utilize a 1.2 m box culvert in the assumed outlet 
configuration, whereas Figures 5-10 — 5-13 all show a 1220 x 2130 mm CSP Arch acting in this 
role. While acknowledging that final outlet configuration could very well be different than either of 
these (per text on page 5-55/56), suggest that conceptual design should be revised for consistency. 
Similarly, the inverts of the proposed culverts should be accurately reflected on the Figures.  

 

The outlet profiles and elevations shown on Figures 5-10 to 5-13 (Scenarios 4 thru 7) are correct and match 

the data in the modeling.  The reference to CSP Arch has been changed to “Box Culvert” in the figures.  

 
12. Section 5.4 - it is suggested that additional clarification, in the form of text or perhaps even an 
example graphic, be provided in this section to describe the proposed high flow weir / pipe 
configuration. Such is not well-defined in the text or in the profiles shown for each of the Scenarios 
(Figures 5-10 — 5-14) and the reader is otherwise left until almost the end of the report (Figures 8-
2 & 8-3) for clarification that these two elements work together rather than separately.  

 

At this point in the evaluation, the overflow spillway is not a significant feature, limited only to a 

determination of the minimum invert elevation.  It will be left up to detailed design to determine the most 

appropriate overflow conveyance method (pipe or weir).  Getting into too much detail about the overflow 

feature within each scenario will only serve to detract from the purpose of the evaluation.  The overflow 

route for Scenario 8 is only presented for conceptual purposes and the most appropriate configuration for 

itself should be determined during detailed design in conjunction with the minor and major overflow 

configuration. 
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13. Table 5.5 versus Table 5.6 — clarification is requested as to why inflows into Pond 130 are 
different between Scenarios #1 and #2. If the restoration of the original pond outlet configuration 
is the only difference between these two scenarios, why would inflows change? Similarly, clarify 
why/how the pond discharge rates for various storm events are reduced for the 5-100-yr return-
period events, but increased for the 2-yr and Regional Storm events? It is understood that the re-
introduction of the low-flow culvert and additional storage volumes should have an impact, but it 
is expected that such would’ve been more-or-less consistent across the range of design storm 
events, and probably an increase given the additional low— flow capacity and nearly identical 
MWLs? Lastly, and this likely relates to the permanent vs. active storage comments already raised, 
it is unclear how Scenario 1 Storage Volumes Used are greater than those of Scenario 2 given the 
nearly identical MWLs (i 0.02-0.03 m) but with Scenario 2 having all of the additional storage 
regained between 299.60 m and 301.25 m — should be the other way around?  

 

There were errors in the reporting of the output data which has since been corrected.  For scenarios #1 and 

#2, the peak inflows are the same for all storm events.  The confusion about the difference in storage 

volumes is indeed related to the earlier comments. In Scenario #2, with the reinstatement of the low flow 

outlet, the MWLs are slightly lower and therefore active storage volumes are slightly less. The additional 

21,720 m3 of permanent pool volume is included in active storage for both (all) scenarios.   

 
14. Table 5.5 versus Table 5.7 — should be reviewed for correctness — e.g., if no change in pond 
outlet configurations between Scenarios #1 and #3 and MWLs are identical for many of the events, 
why/how would peak flows out of pond be different, sometimes by as much as 20%?  

 

Similar to the previous comment, there were errors in the reporting of the output data which has since been 

corrected.    The true results reflect similar, slightly higher flows, however the MWLs were reported 

correctly.  Notwithstanding that these errors required correction, it is noted that the affected scenarios (#1 to 

#3) were only included to reflect existing conditions (i.e. the “do nothing” scenario) and do not significantly 

impact the selection of a preferred solution. 

 
15. The drawdown times shown for various alternatives are understood to be an important 
consideration primarily as they relate to inundation period and potential impact on wetland 
hydrology / ecology. With this in mind, suggest that clarification should be provided as to how 
these are these being calculated? If drawdown is being calculated based on levels returning all the 
way to NWL, it may be indicating overly conservative and misleading durations of impacts as 
discharge rates approach zero; i.e., suggest using some nominal active depth (e.g., 0.05 m or 
similar, perhaps best defined by an ecologist and related to the species of highest concern) as a 
baseline to eliminate the impact of flow rates declining more-or-less asymptotically as they 
approach NWL? This may very well already be the case, but no clear reference could be found.  
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Drawdown times were determined as the reviewer had suggested, presenting the time period between 

when storage exceeded 10 cm in depth and receded again to 10 cm depth after the peak.   

 
16. Figure 5—11 lists a “con” ofthe scenario as “downstream flood limits significantly increased”, 
which doesn’t seem to agree with the analytic results? Or perhaps this is simply a matter of 
clarifying what is considered “downstream” — i.e., is this only referring to the area between the 
existing berm and the relocated berm of Scenario #5? If so, should be clarified.  

 

The reviewers assumption is correct.  In this scenario, flood limits “immediately downstream” of the existing 

outlet are increased significantly, this being the area between the existing outlet and this scenario’s 

proposed outlet location.   

 
17. Page 5-74 — the opening sentence to Section 5.4.7 indicates that Scenario #7 represents the 
“recommendation of the MDP”, a statement more-or-less reiterated in the opening sentence to 
Section 5.4.8 (page 5-77) which describes Scenario #8 as “a variation of the recommended solution 
per the Master Drainage Plan (MDP)”, and reiterated again in Section 8.1 (page 8-154). It is our 
understanding that the DP specifically did not recommend a preferred alternative, but instead 
suggested the need for an EA (i.e., the current Study) to complete a comprehensive review and 
assessment of various approaches to determine which should be adopted. If this understanding is 
correct, suggest these references to a previously recommended solution be revised.  

 

The wording has been updated appropriately. 

 
18. Figure 5-14 - the “con” table indicates “NWL lowering impacts current marsh-like conditions”, 
which doesn’t seem relevant to Scenario #8.  

 

This point is not relevant and has been removed. 

 
19. Table 5-13 — though somewhat out of my area of expertise, the ranking of ecological impacts 
for Scenarios #6 and #7 as less significant than Scenario #4 (for example) is unclear. Is it 
reasonable that two Scenarios that “impact current marsh-like conditions” through significant 
reductions in existing Upper Freeport Creek Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW)/ESPA habitat, 
while offering only the potential for recovery of upland habitat, are ranked higher than a Scenario 
that maintains existing marsh ecology? Given the ultimate selection of Scenario #8 as preferred, 
this is perhaps something of a moot point, but the evaluation seems somewhat counterintuitive.  

 

The evaluation considers a relative difference between scenarios and also takes into account mitigation 

measures.  Per discussions with NRSI, scenarios #4 and #5 would have significant water level fluctuations 

under minor and major storm events on an ongoing basis.  Scenarios #6 and #7 would have an impact due 
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to the initial change (lowering) of NWL, but the ongoing fluctuations under minor and major storms would be 

less pronounced and easier for the ecological systems to recover / adapt.     

 
20. Page 5-82 — regarding the intuitive conclusion that Scenario #4 would represent the largest 
dam break risk of the assessed scenarios, it is suggested instead that Scenario #5, which 
incorporates a larger contributing drainage area and quantity controls for contributing lands, 
would actually represent a larger dam break risk. (ref: maximum storage volumes as shown on 
Tables 5-8 and 5-9, respectively)  

 

Agreed.  The wording has been updated appropriately. 

 
21. As briefly discussed at the meeting on January, 26, 2017, which predated the derivation of 
Scenario #8, it is again suggested that the EA might want to include the assessment of a “split 
control” scenario where Pond 130 provides some quantity control benefits for developing lands 
draining into it (e.g., for events > 1:25-year or something similar). If such consideration does result 
in increased upstream flooding and/or disturbance, then it can certainly be discounted, but 
suggesting it might be worth documenting within the EA report to address landowner/stakeholder 
inquiries that might be anticipated. 

 

As discussed at the meeting, it was not the City’s intent to pursue additional iterations of the design 

alternatives beyond the 8 scenarios presented.  In general, it has been determined that any additional 

storage within the pond related to future development would have significant flooding effects.  During 

detailed design, ‘tweaks’ to the model could be considered in support of development application, but per 

our understanding of the conditions, they would not significantly improve upon the scenario’s presented. 

 

Natural Heritage Comments 

The following comments are specific to the draft ESR: 

 

22. Page 1-1 — Under Section 1.1, there is some indication that the report will seek to “to “ensure 
future longevity of the PSW and related natural features...” The GRCA would interpret this to be an 
objective and not merely one of the management options being considered. The GRCA, as a matter 
of principle, encourages measures that would to protect or enhance the PSW Complex. 

 

Understood and agreed.  The aspects listed on this page are not “management options” or alternatives (as 

described later in the report), but rather are a high level description of the major components of the EA 

study, and the primary objectives related thereto. 

 
23. Page 4-22, Section 4.1.1 — There is no mention of the fact that SWM Pond 130 has been 
assigned a PSW designation by the MNRF. This omission should be corrected. We would also 
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request that the relevant studies, including the Draft Environmental Impact Study (EIS), be 
referenced in this section, as has been done for Allendale Creek and the tributaries to the Grand 
River subwatershed area.  

 

This has been addressed and appropriate text has been added to the end of section 4.1.1. 

 

24. Page 5-35 — With respect to section 5.1, and in order to better reflect the intent of the GRCA’s 
regulation and policies, it may be more appropriate to indicate that any activity that could 
interfere in any way with the wetlands associated with the Upper Freeport Creek PSW (which also 
happens to be a SWM facility) are currently regulated by the GRCA per Ontario Regulations under 
Section 28 of the Conservation Authority Act and under the 2003 GRCA Wetland Policy and the 
2013 Policies for the Administration of Development Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to 
Shorelines and Watercourse Regulation (Ontario Regulation ISO/06).” The regulated area includes 
the wetlands plus the 120 metres adjacent to these wetlands. In other words, the regulation is 
specifically intended to protect wetlands and other natural hazards.  

 

Agreed.  The wording has been updated appropriately. 

 
25. Page 5.47 — The report notes that “this wetland is technically a Constructed Wetland, which 
does not formally fall within The Canadian Wetland Classification System.” This point is irrelevant. 
The Freeport Creek SWM feature is a wetland as currently defined in the Province of Ontario. 
Moreover, the wetland was evaluated and deemed provincially significant by the MNRF, in 
accordance with the Ontario Wetland Evaluation System. Furthermore, artificial or anthropogenic 
wetlands are afforded protection in accordance with GRCA policy 8.4.5.  

 

Agreed.  The irrelevant wording has been deleted appropriately. 

 
26. Page 5.47 — The last paragraph notes: “it will be important to consider maintaining the 
hydroperiod and hydromorphic features of the wetland and consider these in the evaluation of 
alternatives.” We would agree with this comment and would also suggest that the maintenance of 
the wetland’s hydroperiod would be necessary in order to protect key ecological features and 
functions initially documented by Aquafor Beech (see Freeport Creek Subwatershed Study, 2013) 
and subsequently confirmed by NRSI (2017), some of which are deemed to be provincially and/or 
regionally significant.  

 

Agreed.  The wording has been updated appropriately. 

 
27. Page 5.48 — The general fish passage enhancement measures and features outlined at the 
bottom of the page are supported by GRCA staff. Details must be clearly articulated and illustrated 
on future detailed design drawings in support of future permits/approvals.  
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Agreed.  A recommendation to address this in detailed design has been added. 

 
28. Page 5-77, Section 5.4.8 — With respect to the preferred SWM Scenario 8 (Controls per MDP, 
Reconfigure Outlet, Maintain NWL), the predicted 0.70 m (0.77 m to be more precise) increase in 
flooding requires further clarification since this would be the increase in the MWL relative to 
existing conditions (see Table 5-5). The predicted difference between the NWL and MWL under this 
scenario will range between 0.22 m under during a 2 year storm event and 2.48 m during a 
regional event. We also note that the drawdown time of 155 hours after a 2 event is considerably 
higher than that recorded under existing conditions (23 hours) and would be the highest of all the 
scenarios being considered. A seasonal analysis of modelled water levels/hydroperiod within the 
wetland would be helpful in terms of understanding potential ecological impacts.  

 

The longer drawdown is a direct result of the need to reduce peak flows leaving the pond.  A 

recommendation has been added to include a seasonal analysis of water levels / hydroperiod to the 

detailed design / construction phase of the work.  Corrections to the stated change in NWL have been 

made. 

 
29. Page 8-155, Section 8.1 — The last paragraph states: “Under this preferred scenario, the MWL 
under the regional storm event will increase by approximately 0.70 m.” As noted above, the 
analysis does not seem to take into consideration the predicted water level (flood stage) 
fluctuations reported in Table 5-12 or seasonal variations in water levels. The concern is that 
increased water levels and a longer drawdown period could have a negative impact on treed areas 
in particular. The potential for additional flooding and soil saturation within adjacent areas could 
also lead to the creation of additional wetland area, which could in turn have implications on 
development limits in this area.  

 

Longer inundation periods may result in a change vegetation communities and the defined wetland limit.  

This point is understood and inherently a necessary risk associated with meeting peak flow control goals. A 

recommendation to monitor and confirm the wetland limits post construction has been added to the report. 

 
30. Page 8-158, Section 8.2 - We have no objection to the preferred alignment for the future North-
South Collector Road has been identified as Alignment B2-2, being approximately 1.94 km in length 
and requiring 2 water crossings at Freeport Creek and Allendale Creek. 

 

Acknowledged. 
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31. Page 8-162, Section 8.3 — We have no objection to the preferred location for the interim 
pumping station or the preferred force main alignment route.  

 

Acknowledged. 

 

 
32. Page 8-164, Section 8.4.1 — The third paragraph states: “...under the preferred solution, the 
maximum water level is increased from existing conditions, resulting in a rise in the upstream flood 
limits by approximately 0.75 m for lands immediately adjacent to the pond.” The 0.75 m value is 
not consistent with the 0.70 value reported earlier in the report and is still less than the 0.77 m 
value we calculated. The difference between 0.70 m and 0.77 m is 0.07 m (7 cm), which could be 
significant for trees not adapted to saturated soils or extended periods of inundation. It is 
recommended that the 0.77 m value be used consistently throughout the report. 

 

This value has been corrected for consistency throughout the report. 

 
33. Page 8-165, Section 8.4.2 — The third full paragraph states: “Direct impacts can be avoided 
through recommending that construction be limited to occur outside of identified natural 
features.” We encourage avoidance of the features where it is technically feasible to do so, and 
further recommend that setbacks from wetland and watercourses be maximized to the greatest 
extent possible. Recommendations for impact avoidance and mitigation, including but not 
necessarily limited to physical setbacks, planting plans, wildlife exclusion and crossing structures, 
are necessary at this stage in order to help inform and guide the design and implementation of 
creek crossing structures and wildlife tunnels. It is also recommended that the need for 
construction within wetland and watercourse features needs to be clarified as part of this ESR. 

 

Agreed.  A recommendation to address this in detailed design has been added. 

 
34. Page 8-165, Section 8.4.2 — It is recommended that a more detailed assessment of direct and 
indirect impacts on natural heritage features be completed following the development of detailed 
(60-90%) grading and construction plans.  

 

Agreed.  A recommendation to address this in detailed design has been added. 

 
35. Page 8-171, Section 8.6.1 — GRCA staff support the recommendation to verify wetland 
boundaries in the field, when site conditions are appropriate. It is requested that surveyed wetland 
boundaries be clearly illustrated and properly labelled on relevant construction drawings.  

 

Agreed.  A recommendation to address this in detailed design has been added. 



April 25, 2017  
John Brum 
GRCA 
- 11 - 
 
 

P:\20165967\00_CNBP\Engineering\03.00_Conceptual_Feasibility_Design_Master_Plans\03.02_ESR\Issuedforreview_20170306\Letters\Ltr_John Brum_20170425.Docx 

 

 

The following comments are specific to the draft EIS report: 

 

36. Section 5.1 (Freeport Creek SWM Pond Rehabilitation Alternatives) — An assessment of 
seasonal water levels, extent, and duration and related impacts on ecological conditions is 
recommended. Although we would have preferred to have a seasonal analysis completed for all 8 
scenarios, we would agree with the comparative analysis completed and suggest that any further 
analysis of hydrological and ecological impacts can be limited to scenario 8 only.  

 

Understood.  The requirement for the seasonal analysis of impacts is deferred to the detailed design of the 

preferred solution (Scenario #8). 

 
37. Section 5.2 (North-South Collector Road Alignment Alternatives) — The comparative analysis 
completed considers the number of features crossed and the area directly impacted. Additional 
comparative analysis of crossing methods and designs, wildlife tunnel length/diameter, etc. may 
also be required by the GRCA at the detailed design stage.  

 
Agreed.  Text has been revised in Section 5.2 to reflect the potential need for an additional 
comparative analysis of wildlife crossing methods and designs. 

 
38. Section 5.3 (Pumping Station Locations and Forcemain Route Alternatives) - In terms of the 
assessment of impacts associated with the forcemain, it was assumed that trenchless construction 
methodologies will be employed to avoid and/or minimize impacts. Impacts associated with an 
Open cut crossing also need to be assessed or considered. This will provide greater clarity 
regarding the need for contingency planning and implementation, in the event that trenchless 
methods are not feasible, and would also lend additional support for Route Option 1, which we 
would agree is preferred. However, it is unclear why Section A (see Map 8) needs to encroach into 
the wetland and cannot be routed entirely within the existing crossing footprint. Avoidance 
measures (e.g. retaining walls) should be considered here.  

 

Text has been revised in Section 5.3 and the evaluation of the forcemain route alternatives now includes 
the potential for open-cut trenchless methodologies.  Section A (Map 8) does not follow the existing 
crossing footprint as it follows the proposed new road alignment. 

 
39. Tables 8-14 — The GRCA is in support of the general recommendations for mitigation and 
monitoring. However, it is unclear whether these recommendations are consistent with or go 
beyond the recommendations of the Freeport Creek Subwatershed Study and MESP. We are 
supportive of the following monitoring recommendation specifically: “Undertake regular 
monitoring of significant wetlands to ensure hydroperiod and water quality is maintained”. 
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Therefore, it is recommended that a detailed monitoring plan be developed and implemented to 
the satisfaction of the MNRF, GRCA, and the Region of Waterloo.  

 

As recommended, a detailed monitoring plan will be developed and implemented to the satisfaction of the 

MNRF, GRCA, and the Region of Waterloo during detailed design.  At this time, it will be confirmed that 

general recommendations for mitigation and monitoring are consistent with those of the Freeport Creek 

Subwatershed Study and MESP.   

 

Should you have further questions or comments, please feel free to contact us. 

 

 

 

Yours truly, 

 

 

 

 

Duane Lindner, P.Eng. 

Project Manager 

 

DXL/mjj 
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Duane Lindner

From: Kevin Dolishny <KDolishny@regionofwaterloo.ca>

Sent: Friday, March 31, 2017 4:20 PM

To: Duane Lindner

Cc: Jorge Cavalcante; Sarah Austin (austins@cambridge.ca); Nicole Sapeta

Subject: RE: North Cambridge Business Park EA - DRAFT

Good Day Duane, Sarah,  
 
I have reviewed the draft ESR for the NCBP and provide the following comments: 
 

1) 3-18, 3.3.1 – 3rd paragraph, )the WWTMP is undergoing an update that includes confirmation that the interim 
servicing solution of conveying flows from the Stage 1 area of the East Side Lands is indeed viable..  Where is it 
presumed to be conveyed to? Preston WWTP? 

2) 3.3.3 and 7.1 - delete the “unforeseen socio-politico reasons” comment. Change to something like “ongoing 
additional studies related to the cultural heritage aspects of the study.  Delete reference to preferred solution 
being identified. Instead use wording like “completion of additional studies and potential revised scoring is not 
expected to change recommendations”. 

3) 7.1 – should discuss timing of ultimate solution, and why the construction of the ultimate solution is not in the 
current capital forecast. i.e. timing is based on development. Should mention that the timing for the ultimate 
solution will be confirmed through the wastewater treatment master plan. Based on current development trends 
and forecasts, it is anticipated that the ultimate solution will not be required for at least ten years, and as such it is 
not currently in the Region’s 10 year capital budget. 

4) Figure 7-1 – should have pale yellow in the legend. Is it environmental buffer area?  
5) 7.3.1 & 7.4.1 Need to mention trunk sewer design for potential greater East Side Lands flows, Airport, Breslau, 

etc. While the City may only be responsible for the nominal size and design flows of 73 L/s, there may be 
significant external area that will need to be accommodated in the trunk sewer described in this section. Even 
though this is not yet defined, it is part of the bigger picture and must be discussed here.  

6) Figure 8-7 – it should be anticipated that there will be significant utility conflicts associated with installing the 
proposed forcemain in the boulevard. Consideration should be given to the preferential Corridor Management 
location of having the forcemain in the road (higher construction costs) or on private property (easement 
acquisition and costs). I see later that both property and utility relocation costs are not included in the analysis. I 
think a high level inclusion of these facets is warranted.  

7) 8.6 – Region of Waterloo Corridor Management should be included as an approval requirement. 
8) 8.7 – bullet 6 “Construction of the interim sanitary pumping station and forcemain should be completed prior to 

occupancy of any new building within the NCBP study area”. It may be the intention of the Creekside developers 
to proceed independently of the recommendation of this joint EA by means of grinder pumps and or private 
sanitary facilities. The developers may be sensitive to any wording that would limit their flexibility to do so, such as 
what is stated in this bullet point. This point does not add anything to the recommendations, and I believe it should 
be deleted altogether.  

9) 8.7 – bottom paragraphs - the larger sanitary pipe is mentioned here for the first time. It should be consistently 
mentioned earlier in the report, as mentioned above. Must not be referred to as a region trunk. This implies 
Regional ownership which is not defined at this time. The Regional facility will be downstream of the interim pump 
station. The trunk extending up to service the broader ESL is not part of the Regional facility. It should not be 
presupposed (ideally) that a section of larger trunk should be installed at the same time as the north-south 
collector road. Last paragraph, again do not refer to the trunk as “regional”. This terminology is misleading. 
Should mention that discussions of the sanitary trunk north of the PS is under discussion with the City of 
Cambridge, Township of Woolwich, and the Region.  

 
Please call should you have any questions on the above comments.  
 
Regards,  
 

Kevin Dolishny, P.Eng. 
Senior Project Engineer – Servicing and Development Planning 
Water Services 
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April 25, 2017  

File:  

 

Kevin Dolishny, P.Eng 

Senior Project Engineer 

Region of Waterloo 

150 Frederick Street 

Kitchener, ON  N2G 4J3 

 

 

Re: NORTH CAMBRIDGE BUSINESS PARK - ESR COMMENTS 

 

Dear Kevin: 

 

Thank you for your comments for the Draft ESR for the North Cambridge Business Park.  For ease of 

reference, we reiterate each of your comments below (in italics), followed by our responses, as appropriate.   

 

1)  3-18, 3.3.1 – 3rd paragraph, …the WWTMP is undergoing an update that includes confirmation 

that the interim servicing solution of conveying flows from the Stage 1 area of the East Side Lands 

is indeed viable..  Where is it presumed to be conveyed to? Preston WWTP? 

 

The text has been updated to more clearly reflect the interim condition of conveying flows from the Stage 1 

area to the Preston WWTP. 

 

2) 3.3.3 and 7.1 - delete the “unforeseen socio-politico reasons” comment. Change to something 

like “ongoing additional studies related to the cultural heritage aspects of the study.  Delete 

reference to preferred solution being identified. Instead use wording like “completion of additional 

studies and potential revised scoring is not expected to change recommendations”.  

 

Agreed. The text has been updated as suggested. 

 

3) 7.1 – should discuss timing of ultimate solution, and why the construction of the ultimate 

solution is not in the current capital forecast. i.e. timing is based on development. Should mention 

that the timing for the ultimate solution will be confirmed through the wastewater treatment master 

plan. Based on current development trends and forecasts, it is anticipated that the ultimate 

solution will not be required for at least ten years, and as such it is not currently in the Region’s 10 

year capital budget.  

 

Agreed. The text has been updated as suggested. 
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Kevin Dolishny, P.Eng 
Region of Waterloo 
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4) Figure 7-1 – should have pale yellow in the legend. Is it environmental buffer area?  

 

The pale yellow shading has been removed to avoid confusion. 

 

5) 7.3.1 & 7.4.1 Need to mention trunk sewer design for potential greater East Side Lands flows, 

Airport, Breslau, etc. While the City may only be responsible for the nominal size and design flows 

of 73 L/s, there may be significant external area that will need to be accommodated in the trunk 

sewer described in this section. Even though this is not yet defined, it is part of the bigger picture 

and must be discussed here.  

 

Agreed.  This has been discussed with the City, and based on their ongoing discussions with the Region, 

the ESR text has been updated as follows:   

 

“7.3.1 Gravity Sewer Collection System 

A new gravity sewer will be required to collect wastewater from the NCBP study area and convey it 

to the new pumping station.   The initial flows to be conveyed to the pumping station are the 

calculated flow rate of 72.8 L/s, as described in section 7.2.  It is noted that this sewer will be 

required to convey additional flows from lands north of the NCBP (from the Township of Woolwich, 

as identified in the Stage 1 MESP).  As such, coordination with the Region and Township will be 

required during the detailed design phase to determine the design flows and subsequent sizing of 

the sewer.  

 

The depth of the sewer will be governed by: 

 

• The ability to service upstream lands with sufficient cover to prevent frost damage; 

• The ability to connect to service pipes coming from future building basements; 

• Adequate pipe slope to maintain minimum flow velocities in the pipe; and 

• Ensuring sufficient cover over the pipe as it crosses under Allendale Creek and Freeport Creek; 

The depth of the sewer should also be set to ensure sufficient depth to allow future connections from 

lands north of the NCBP study area.   As with the capacity requirements, this will require 

coordination with the Region and Township during detailed design phase to confirm the pipe depths.   

 

While the initial NCBP flows and drainage area lend themselves to the construction of a local, 

shallow collection system, discussions with the Region and Township may lead to the sewer 

becoming a deeper, larger, trunk sewer system.  Should that be the case, and should the depth of 

the pipe be more than 5 metres through the NCBP, as per City of Cambridge requirements, a local 

collection system may be required.  
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Cost sharing discussions with the Region and Township will be required for any pipe size and depth 

increases over and above the requirements to service the NCBP.” 

 

6) Figure 8-7 – it should be anticipated that there will be significant utility conflicts associated with 

installing the proposed forcemain in the boulevard. Consideration should be given to the 

preferential Corridor Management location of having the forcemain in the road (higher construction 

costs) or on private property (easement acquisition and costs). I see later that both property and 

utility relocation costs are not included in the analysis. I think a high level inclusion of these facets 

is warranted.    

 

Agreed. The text has been updated to include discussion of the location of the forcemain alignment, 

specifically within existing road R.O.W. and / or private easements, and notes the requirement for approval 

by Regional Corridor Management.   

 

7) 8.6 – Region of Waterloo Corridor Management should be included as an approval 

requirement.  

 

Agreed. The text has been updated as suggested. 

 

8) 8.7 – bullet 6 “Construction of the interim sanitary pumping station and forcemain should be 

completed prior to occupancy of any new building within the NCBP study area”. It may be the 

intention of the Creekside developers to proceed independently of the recommendation of this joint 

EA by means of grinder pumps and or private sanitary facilities. The developers may be sensitive 

to any wording that would limit their flexibility to do so, such as what is stated in this bullet point. 

This point does not add anything to the recommendations, and I believe it should be deleted 

altogether.  

 

Agreed.  This bullet has been deleted. 

 

Note that section 8.7 has since been deleted and its contents moved to a new Chapter 10 that includes 

formal conclusions and recommendations for all components of the ESR.  

 

9) 8.7 – bottom paragraphs - the larger sanitary pipe is mentioned here for the first time. It should 

be consistently mentioned earlier in the report, as mentioned above. Must not be referred to as a 

region trunk. This implies Regional ownership which is not defined at this time. The Regional 

facility will be downstream of the interim pump station. The trunk extending up to service the 

broader ESL is not part of the Regional facility. It should not be presupposed (ideally) that a 

section of larger trunk should be installed at the same time as the north-south collector road. Last 
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paragraph, again do not refer to the trunk as “regional”. This terminology is misleading. Should 

mention that discussions of the sanitary trunk north of the PS is under discussion with the City of 

Cambridge, Township of Woolwich, and the Region.  

 

Agreed.  This has been discussed with the City, and per the comment above, the ESR text has been 

updated.  References to the larger, trunk sewer have been included in sections 7, 8 and 10.  The formal 

recommendation in section 10 is as follows: 

 

“17. Recognizing that the sanitary sewer alignment through the NCBP will likely coincide with the 

alignment of the North South Collector Road and the ultimate trunk sewer to provide sanitary servicing 

to the broader East Side Lands, additional design and budgetary discussions will be required with the 

Region and Township of Woolwich at the early stages of detailed design to confirm flows and pipe 

depths in order to minimize construction impacts and costs.  Discussions regarding pipe ownership will 

also be required.  At the time of this EA study, it is understood that the trunk sewer downstream of the 

pumping station will be owned by the Region, however ownership upstream of the pumping station is 

still to be determined. 

18. The preferred alternative for the interim pumping station is currently identified as being south of 

Freeport Creek and therefore requires a sewer crossing of the creek.  Should the ultimate gravity sewer 

system for the broader East Side Lands take the form of a separate larger, trunk sewer system, it is 

recommended that the trunk sewer crossing of Freeport Creek occur at the same time as the 

construction of the Freeport Creek SWM facility outlet and the N-S collector road.  If the final location 

for the pumping station is shifted north of Freeport Creek (i.e. due to approved changes related to 

proposed development), it is recommended that the Region be consulted to explore timing options for 

construction of portions of the ultimate trunk sewer in conjunction with the construction of the N-S 

collector road.” 

 

Should you have further questions or comments, please feel free to contact us. 

 

Yours truly, 

 

 

 

 

Duane Lindner, P.Eng. 

Project Manager 

 

DXL/mjj 

 



1

Duane Lindner

From: Marriott, David (MNRF) <David.Marriott@ontario.ca>

Sent: Friday, March 31, 2017 12:10 PM

To: Duane Lindner

Cc: Ryan, Doug (MNRF); Buck, Graham (MNRF)

Subject: RE: North Cambridge Business Park EA - DRAFT

Hi Duane, 

 

The Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) has had an opportunity to complete a cursory review of the 

draft Environmental Assessment (EA) Report for the North Cambridge Business Park EA.  This cursory review also 

included Appendix A2 – Environmental Impact Assessment (EIS).  MNRF staff can offer the following preliminary 

comments for the project team’s consideration.  Some of these comments may build on those already provided by the 

Region of Waterloo.   

 

EA Reporting 

 

• The MNRF notes that the project team will need to demonstrate that the specific works described in sections 5 

and 8.1 will meet the requirements of the Lakes and Rivers Improvement Act (LRIA) for a dam.  This will require 

the completion of the Hazard Potential Classification (HPC) and Inflow Design Flood (IDF) for the dam design 

etc.  For example, the IDF event may be in excess of the Regional Flood event, in accordance with applicable 

LRIA Technical Bulletins (http://www.owa.ca/policy-regulation/provincial/and 

https://www.ontario.ca/page/dam-management).  It is recommended that the reporting acknowledge that the 

design parameters of the preferred solution are preliminary, and maybe subject to change to address the 

requirements of the LRIA.       

 

• The MNRF’s Natural Hazard – Flooding Hazard Limit  Technical Guides, Section 4.1 and 4.6,  advice will need to 

be considered as it relates to accounting for SWM facilities in the development of flood hydrology for the design 

of the proposed dam. 

 

• Section 8.8.2 (Approval Requirements) acknowledges the application of the LRIA to open cut crossings of the 

watercourses.  Earlier in the reporting (e.g. Section 5.6) it is also noted that an authorization under the LRIA will 

be required to support the reconstruction of the dam associated with the Freeport Creek SWM Facility.  It is 

recommended that Section 8.8.2 be updated to more fully describe the application of the LRIA for the EA. 

 

• Several areas of the reporting note that additional field work may be required in support of detailed design to 

confirm presence/absence of natural features etc.  For example, the EIS recommends that targeted surveys for 

endangered bats may need to be completed to confirm the presence or absence of protected habitat under the 

Endangered Species Act (ESA).  It may be beneficial for Section 8.7 to reference that additional field 

work/surveys may be required in the early stages of detailed design, in consultation with the agencies.   

 

Appendix A2 – EIS 

 

• The preferred solution for the SWM Facility describes that there may be impacts to upland habitats, including 

FOD communities, as a result of increased inundation of water levels following storm events.  Section 5.1 also 

describes that there may be a loss of candidate significant wildlife habitat for bats.  There are several bats that 

are also listed as endangered under the ESA, and these species receive both individual and general habitat 

protection under the Act.  It is recommended that the reporting discuss if suitable habitat for endangered bats is 

present in these FOD communities, and whether the preferred solution may impact these habitats.  This may 
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also require further discussion in the reporting to outline the potential implications of the ESA for the preferred 

solution. 

 

• It is recommended that the habitat description for Barn Swallow provided in Section 4.5 be reviewed to ensure 

it is consistent with the species general habitat description.  For example, Barn Swallow Category 2 habitat 

includes the areas within 5 meters of a nest. 

 

• Butternut (endangered) trees receive general habitat protection under the ESA.   This includes suitable areas 

within 50 meters of an individual Butternut tree.  It is recommended that this be referenced in Section 4.5. 

 

• The reporting cites (e.g. Section 3.4.1) that Bobolink require habitats that are a minimum of 50 ha.  As a general 

comment, in areas where habitat may be limited Bobolink have been recorded breeding in areas less than 4 

ha.  It is recommended that the references for the species be reviewed in the reporting. 

 

I hope the above comments are of assistance.   

 

Please note that MNRF staff may have additional comments on the EA reporting when the final draft has been circulated 

for review.   

 

Thanks  

 

Dave 

 
Dave Marriott 

District Planner 
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, Guelph District 
1 Stone Road West 
Guelph ON, N1G 4Y2 
(P) 519-826-4926 
(F) 519-826-6849 
email: david.marriott@ontario.ca 

 

From: Duane Lindner [mailto:lindnerd@ae.ca]  

Sent: March 30, 2017 11:16 AM 

To: Tim Van Hinte; 'John Brum'; Brenna MacKinnon; Kevin Dolishny; Geoffrey Keyworth; Scott Robertson; Sylvia Rafalski-
Misch; Marriott, David (MNRF) 

Cc: Sarah Austin; Beth Brown; Janet Engel; Tony Zammit 

Subject: RE: North Cambridge Business Park EA - DRAFT 

 

Hello 

This is just a friendly reminder that we hoping to receive comments on the Draft ESR.  Our target for finalizing the report 

is tomorrow and your input would be most appreciated. 

 

Thanks. 

Duane 

 

From: Tim Van Hinte [mailto:TVanHinte@regionofwaterloo.ca]  

Sent: Monday, March 27, 2017 7:57 AM 

To: 'John Brum' <jbrum@grandriver.ca>; Duane Lindner <lindnerd@ae.ca>; Brenna MacKinnon 

<BMacKinnon@regionofwaterloo.ca>; Kevin Dolishny <KDolishny@regionofwaterloo.ca>; Geoffrey Keyworth 

<GKeyworth@regionofwaterloo.ca>; Scott Robertson <srobertson@grandriver.ca>; Sylvia Rafalski-Misch <SRafalski-

Misch@regionofwaterloo.ca>; Marriott, David (MNRF) <David.Marriott@ontario.ca> 

Cc: Sarah Austin <AustinS@cambridge.ca>; Beth Brown <bbrown@grandriver.ca>; Janet Engel <jengel@grandriver.ca>; 
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Tony Zammit <tzammit@grandriver.ca> 

Subject: RE: North Cambridge Business Park EA - DRAFT 

 

Hi Duane: 
 
I too have this on my list for this week and hope to get something out to you by week’s end. 
 
Tim 
 

From: John Brum [mailto:jbrum@grandriver.ca]  

Sent: Friday, March 24, 2017 3:44 PM 

To: Duane Lindner; Brenna MacKinnon; Kevin Dolishny; Tim Van Hinte; Geoffrey Keyworth; Scott Robertson; Sylvia 
Rafalski-Misch; Marriott, David (MNRF) 

Cc: Sarah Austin; Beth Brown; Janet Engel; Tony Zammit 
Subject: RE: North Cambridge Business Park EA - DRAFT 

 

Hi Duane: 

 

I’m still waiting to get comments back from Natural Heritage staff, so I would anticipate that our comments would be 

going out sometime next week.  

 

I trust this helps.  

 

 

John Brum | Resource Planner  

Grand River Conservation Authority 

400 Clyde Road, PO Box 729, Cambridge, Ontario N1R 5W6 

Tel: 519-621-2763 x2233 | Fax: 519-621-4945 | Toll free: 1-866-900-4722  

 jbrum@grandriver.ca 

 

 

From: Duane Lindner [mailto:lindnerd@ae.ca]  

Sent: Wednesday, March 22, 2017 1:01 PM 

To: Brenna MacKinnon - Region of Waterloo; Kevin Dolishny; Tim Van Hinte; gkeyworth@regionofwaterloo.ca; John 
Brum; Scott Robertson; Sylvia Rafalski-Misch; Marriott, David (MNRF) 

Cc: Sarah Austin 
Subject: RE: North Cambridge Business Park EA - DRAFT 

 

Hello 

We’re hoping you’ve had a chance to review the draft ESR document.  We understand that we’re asking a lot with the 

short turn around (and March Break), but can you please let us know about your timing for comments.  Specifically, we 

need to confirm that there are no major ‘red flags’ or ‘deal breakers’.   

 

Please advise as soon as you can. 

 

Thanks 

Duane 

 

From: Duane Lindner  

Sent: Tuesday, March 07, 2017 9:11 AM 

To: 'austins@cambridge.ca' <austins@cambridge.ca>; 'noonans@cambridge.ca' <noonans@cambridge.ca>; 

'smithsonp@cambridge.ca' <smithsonp@cambridge.ca>; 'padgettk@cambridge.ca' <padgettk@cambridge.ca>; Brenna 

MacKinnon - Region of Waterloo <BMacKinnon@regionofwaterloo.ca>; 'Kevin Dolishny' 

<KDolishny@regionofwaterloo.ca>; 'Tim Van Hinte' <TVanHinte@regionofwaterloo.ca>; 
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'gkeyworth@regionofwaterloo.ca' <gkeyworth@regionofwaterloo.ca>; John Brum (jbrum@grandriver.ca) 

<jbrum@grandriver.ca>; 'Scott Robertson' <srobertson@grandriver.ca>; 'Sylvia Rafalski-Misch' <SRafalski-

Misch@regionofwaterloo.ca>; Marriott, David (MNRF) <David.Marriott@ontario.ca> 

Cc: Alannah Connell <connella@ae.ca>; Don McBrayne <mcbrayned@ae.ca>; Jeff Suggett <suggettj@ae.ca>; 'Brett 

Woodman' <bwoodman@nrsi.on.ca>; 'Heather Fotherby' <hfotherby@nrsi.on.ca>; 'LArcher@asiheritage.ca' 

<LArcher@asiheritage.ca>; Maggi Jones <jonesm@ae.ca> 

Subject: North Cambridge Business Park EA - DRAFT 

 

Hello 

The draft ESR is ready for issue and review by the Project Team and Technical Stakeholder Group.   The key technical 

appendices are also provided. 

The main document is about 180 pages, so minimize impacts on the environment, we recommend reviewing a digital 

version of the document which can be downloaded from the following FTP site: 

 

host:     ftp.ae.ca (url: ftp://ftp.ae.ca) 

username: NCBP_ESR 

password: jLs2L46 

 

Quick link for use (copy and paste) with Windows Explorer: ftp://NCBP_ESR:jLs2L46@ftp.ae.ca 

 

If you would like to have a hard copy, please advise Maggi Jones (jonesm@ae.ca) and she will arrange for one to be 

provided. 

 

Please review the document and provide comments by Tuesday March 21st. 

 

Thank you. 

 

Duane Lindner, P.Eng. 

Project Manager 
Associated Engineering (Ont.) Ltd. 
508 Riverbend Drive - Suite 302, Kitchener, ON   N2K 3S2  
Tel: 226.214.3238 | Cel: 226-791-4399 

  
You may unsubscribe from Associated Engineering electronic communications at any time.  

 

You may unsubscribe from Associated's electronic communications at any time. 

You may unsubscribe from Associated's electronic communications at any time. 
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April 25, 2017  

File:  

 

David Marriott 

District Planner 

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, Guelph District 

1 Stone Road West 

Guelph, ON  N1G 4T2 

 

 

Re: NORTH CAMBRIDGE BUSINESS PARK - ESR COMMENTS 

 

 

Dear David: 

 

Thank you for your comments for the Draft ESR for the North Cambridge Business Park.  For ease of 

reference, we reiterate each of your comments below (in italics), followed by our responses, as appropriate.   

 

EA Reporting 

  

 The MNRF notes that the project team will need to demonstrate that the specific works described in 
sections 5 and 8.1 will meet the requirements of the Lakes and Rivers Improvement Act (LRIA) for 
a dam.  This will require the completion of the Hazard Potential Classification (HPC) and Inflow 
Design Flood (IDF) for the dam design etc.  For example, the IDF event may be in excess of the 
Regional Flood event, in accordance with applicable LRIA Technical Bulletins 
(http://www.owa.ca/policy-regulation/provincial/and https://www.ontario.ca/page/dam-
management).  It is recommended that the reporting acknowledge that the design parameters of 
the preferred solution are preliminary, and maybe subject to change to address the requirements of 
the LRIA.       

 
Agreed. Text has been updated appropriately. 
  

 The MNRF’s Natural Hazard – Flooding Hazard Limit Technical Guides, Section 4.1 and 
4.6, advice will need to be considered as it relates to accounting for SWM facilities in the 
development of flood hydrology for the design of the proposed dam.   
 

Agreed. Text has been updated appropriately. 
  

 Section 8.8.2 (Approval Requirements) acknowledges the application of the LRIA to open cut 
crossings of the watercourses.  Earlier in the reporting (e.g. Section 5.6) it is also noted that an 
authorization under the LRIA will be required to support the reconstruction of the dam associated 
with the Freeport Creek SWM Facility.  It is recommended that Section 8.8.2 be updated to more 
fully describe the application of the LRIA for the EA. 

 
Agreed. Text has been updated appropriately (to section 8.6.2) 
  

http://www.owa.ca/policy-regulation/provincial/
https://www.ontario.ca/page/dam-management
https://www.ontario.ca/page/dam-management
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 Several areas of the reporting note that additional field work may be required in support of detailed 
design to confirm presence/absence of natural features etc.  For example, the EIS recommends 
that targeted surveys for endangered bats may need to be completed to confirm the presence or 
absence of protected habitat under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).  It may be beneficial for 
Section 8.7 to reference that additional field work/surveys may be required in the early stages of 
detailed design, in consultation with the agencies.   

 
Agreed. Text has been updated appropriately.  FYI – section 8.7 has deleted and its content has been 
integrated into Section 10.2, which is a summary of the specific recommendations for this EA study. 

  

Appendix A2 – EIS 

  

 The preferred solution for the SWM Facility describes that there may be impacts to upland habitats, 
including FOD communities, as a result of increased inundation of water levels following storm 
events.  Section 5.1 also describes that there may be a loss of candidate significant wildlife habitat 
for bats.  There are several bats that are also listed as endangered under the ESA, and these 
species receive both individual and general habitat protection under the Act.  It is recommended 
that the reporting discuss if suitable habitat for endangered bats is present in these FOD 
communities, and whether the preferred solution may impact these habitats.  This may also require 
further discussion in the reporting to outline the potential implications of the ESA for the preferred 
solution.   

 
Text has been revised in Section 5.1 to include a discussion on whether or not suitable habitat for 
endangered bats is present.  No surveys for bat habitat have been conducted in these communities and as 
a result, it is unknown whether these communities provide suitable habitat for endangered bats.  Until 
otherwise confirmed, it is therefore recommended to consider these communities as Candidate SAR bat 
habitat.  Text has therefore also been revised to include a discussion on potential impacts to these 
vegetation communities and associated Candidate SAR bat habitat. 
  

 It is recommended that the habitat description for Barn Swallow provided in Section 4.5 be 
reviewed to ensure it is consistent with the species general habitat description.  For example, Barn 
Swallow Category 2 habitat includes the areas within 5 meters of a nest.   

 
Text has been revised to ensure it is consistent with the species general habitat description. 

  

 Butternut (endangered) trees receive general habitat protection under the ESA.   This includes 
suitable areas within 50 meters of an individual Butternut tree.  It is recommended that this be 
referenced in Section 4.5.  

 
Text has been revised to include this description in Section 4.5. 

  

 The reporting cites (e.g. Section 3.4.1) that Bobolink require habitats that are a minimum of 50 
ha.  As a general comment, in areas where habitat may be limited Bobolink have been recorded 
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breeding in areas less than 4 ha.  It is recommended that the references for the species be 

reviewed in the reporting.   
 
References have been reviewed and text has been updated as recommended. 

 

Should you have further questions or comments, please feel free to contact us. 

 

 

Yours truly, 

 

 

 

 

Duane Lindner, P.Eng. 

Project Manager 

 

DXL/mjj 
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Duane Lindner

From: Tim Van Hinte <TVanHinte@regionofwaterloo.ca>

Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2017 1:25 PM

To: Duane Lindner

Cc: Brenna MacKinnon; Chris Gosselin; jbrum@grandriver.ca; David Marriott 

(david.marriott@ontario.ca)

Subject: Regional Environmental Comments - Draft ESR, North Cambridge Business Park

Hi Duane: 
 
Regional Environmental Planning staff has had the opportunity to review the Draft ESR – we don’t see and 
major red flags at this point and offer the following comments for your consideration: 
 
Overall – Please double-check spelling as staff found multiple errors. 
 
Draft ESR 

 
1. Figures – The boundary of the Freeport Marsh Proposed ESPA (for those maps in which it is shown) is not 

correct and should include the entirety of the PSW. In addition, reference in the legend should be to the 
Regional Official Plan 2015. 
 

2. Please check Table of Contents sections and page numbers as it appears Section 8.4 (Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures) is missing. 

 
3. Is there a benefit to exploring an alternative for the Freeport SWM facility in which the outlet is located 

further to the west and all post development controls are accommodated on private lands? It would appear 
that increased flooding in a CUM community or agricultural field would have less of an impact than flooding 
within an ESPA. Staff would recommend exploring an option that does not flood parts of the FOD 
communities. Please comment. 

 
4. Under Scenario #8 for the Freeport SWM Facility, the MWL appears to approach buildings at the Regional 

Operations Centre but there is no mention of this potential impact. Please comment. 
 
 
Appendix A1 – Constraints 
 
1. Editorial note – Minor errors in page numbers in Table of Contents and document is missing page numbers 

in general. 
 

2. Map 1 – The boundary of the Freeport Marsh Proposed ESPA is not correct and should include the entirety 
of the PSW. In addition, reference in the legend should be to the Regional Official Plan 2015. 

 
3. Map 2a and 2b – The ELC mapping shows some features outside of the study area but not others. For 

example, the CUT community on Middle Block Road (Map 2a) is shown but the wetland to the east is not. 
This could lead the reader to believe that the wetland does not exist when in fact the MESP 2 has mapped 
this as a wetland that requires further study. 

 
 
Appendix A2 – Environmental Impact Assessment 
 
1. Map 1 – The boundary of the Freeport Marsh Proposed ESPA is not correct and should include the entirety 

of the PSW. In addition, reference in the legend should be to the Regional Official Plan 2015. 
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2. Staff recommend that the design any wildlife crossing structure also consider the benefits of wildlife fencing / 

funnelling techniques on either side of the road (depending on the types of species that are likely to use the 
crossings). 

 
3. Table 8 – Staff recommend including the partial loss of FOD communities as a potential impact to the ESPA. 

In addition, are there any residual impacts anticipated following the application of the proposed mitigation 
measures? Should there be a contingency plan if the NWL and MWL are higher/lower than predicted? 

 
4. Table 9 – Staff recommend the following text change (p.74, Row 1): “To assess the potential disturbance 

impact of the management of the Freeport Creek SWM pond on the wetland limits and forest communities 
within the ESPA.” 

 
5. Table 11 – Will there not be a small loss of wetland/ESPA habitat as a result of the Freeport Creek road 

crossing infrastructure footprint (p.76, Row 1)? 
 
Thanks for the opportunity, 
 
Tim 
 
Tim Van Hinte, MCIP, RPP 
Principal Planner (Environmental), 
Planning, Development and Legislative Services 
Regional Municipality of Waterloo 
150 Frederick Street, 8th Floor 
Kitchener, Ontario, N2G 4J3 
Phone: 519-575-4500 ext. 3649 
Fax: 519-575-4449 
 
Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail correspondence (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 unauthorised 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 e-mail, and 
destroy all copies of this original correspondence (including any attachments). Thank you for your co-operation.  
 
NOTE: Ce courriel peut contenir de l'information privilégiée et confidentielle. Si vous avez recu ce message par erreur, veuillez le mentionner 
immédiatement à l'expéditeur et effacer ce courriel. 
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April 25, 2017 

 

Tim Van Hinte, MCIP, RPP 

Principal Planner (Environmental) 

Region of Waterloo 

150 Frederick Street, 8th Floor 

Kitchener, ON  N2G 4J3 

 

Re: NORTH CAMBRIDGE BUSINESS PARK - ESR COMMENTS 

 

Dear Tim: 

 

Thank you for your comments for the Draft ESR for the North Cambridge Business Park.  For ease of 

reference, we reiterate each of your comments below (in italics), followed by our responses, as appropriate.   

  

Draft ESR 

1. Figures – The boundary of the Freeport Marsh Proposed ESPA (for those maps in which it is 

shown) is not correct and should include the entirety of the PSW. In addition, reference in the 

legend should be to the Regional Official Plan 2015.    

 

The boundary of the Proposed Freeport Marsh ESPA has been adjusted to include the small portion of 

PSW that was missing from the previous shapefile. As discussed in our phone conversation, the Proposed 

Freeport Marsh ESPA is not actually included in the Regional Official Plan 2015 mapping so no reference to 

the ROP has been included on the figures.  

  

2. Please check Table of Contents sections and page numbers as it appears Section 8.4 (Impacts 

and Mitigation Measures) is missing.   

 

This has been corrected. 

  

3. Is there a benefit to exploring an alternative for the Freeport SWM facility in which the outlet is 

located further to the west and all post development controls are accommodated on private 

lands? It would appear that increased flooding in a CUM community or agricultural field would 

have less of an impact than flooding within an ESPA. Staff would recommend exploring an option 

that does not flood parts of the FOD communities. Please comment.  

 

Based on preliminary discussions with the GRCA and MNRF, relocating the outlet and replacing the section 

of creek with standing water was deemed to be undesirable and strongly discouraged. Scenario #5 

(relocating the outlet) was included in the alternatives for completeness, but was understood to be a ‘non-

starter’ and no further considerations relating to that scenario were entertained.  
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4. Under Scenario #8 for the Freeport SWM Facility, the MWL appears to approach buildings at 

the Regional Operations Centre but there is no mention of this potential impact. Please comment.  

 

The impacts and mitigation measures relating to water levels and resultant floodplain encroachment onto 

adjacent properties have been updated in Sections 8.4.1 and 8.4.6. 

 

 Appendix A1 – Constraints 

  

1. Editorial note – Minor errors in page numbers in Table of Contents and document is missing 

page numbers in general.   

 

These have since been corrected. 

 

2. Map 1 – The boundary of the Freeport Marsh Proposed ESPA is not correct and should include 

the entirety of the PSW. In addition, reference in the legend should be to the Regional Official 

Plan 2015.   

 

As noted earlier, this has been corrected on the mapping and the suggested reference to ROP 2015 has 

been disregarded.  

  

3. Map 2a and 2b – The ELC mapping shows some features outside of the study area but not 

others. For example, the CUT community on Middle Block Road (Map 2a) is shown but the 

wetland to the east is not. This could lead the reader to believe that the wetland does not exist 

when in fact the MESP 2 has mapped this as a wetland that requires further study.   

 

Maps have been updated to show only those vegetation communities that are delineated within the study 

area boundary on Maps 2a and 2b.  

  

Appendix A2 – Environmental Impact Assessment 

  

1. Map 1 – The boundary of the Freeport Marsh Proposed ESPA is not correct and should include 

the entirety of the PSW. In addition, reference in the legend should be to the Regional Official 

Plan 2015.   

 

As noted earlier, this has been corrected on the mapping and the suggested reference to ROP 2015 has 

been disregarded.  
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2. Staff recommend that the design any wildlife crossing structure also consider the benefits of 

wildlife fencing / funnelling techniques on either side of the road (depending on the types of 

species that are likely to use the crossings).   

 

Text has been updated to recommend that the benefits of wildlife barriers and species funnelling techniques 

be considered in the design of any wildlife crossing structures. 

 

3. Table 8 – Staff recommend including the partial loss of FOD communities as a potential impact 

to the ESPA. In addition, are there any residual impacts anticipated following the application of 

the proposed mitigation measures? Should there be a contingency plan if the NWL and MWL are 

higher/lower than predicted?   

 

The partial loss of FOD communities as a potential impact to the ESPA has been added under "Wetlands: 

Freeport Creek PSW Complex and Freeport Marsh Proposed ESPA" of Table 8.  AE is confident in their 

calculations for the NWL and MWL, however, since hydrology is not an ‘exact science’ and flow rates can 

change from modelled scenarios, a recommendation to include monitoring of the water levels pre and post 

construction and the development of a contingency plan has been included in the ESR, to be completed as 

part of the detailed design and construction. 

 

4. Table 9 – Staff recommend the following text change (p.74, Row 1): “To assess the potential 

disturbance impact of the management of the Freeport Creek SWM pond on the wetland limits 

and forest communities within the ESPA.”   

 

Text has been revised in Table 9.  

 

5. Table 11 – Will there not be a small loss of wetland/ESPA habitat as a result of the Freeport 

Creek road crossing infrastructure footprint (p.76, Row 1)?   

 

Yes. Text has been updated in Table 11 to reflect this. 

 

Should you have further questions or comments, please feel free to contact us. 

 

Yours truly, 

 

 

 

Duane Lindner, P.Eng. 

Project Manager 

DXL/mjj 
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May 2, 2017 

File: 2016-5967  

 

Jeff Martens, P.Eng. 

 

MTE Consultants Inc. 

650 Bingemans Centre Drive 

Kitchener, ON, N2B 3X9 

 

Re: NORTH CAMBRIDGE BUSINESS PARK EA - DRAFT REPORT DATED MARCH 7, 2017 

 

Dear Mr. Martens: 

 

Thank you for your comments on the Draft ESR.  We have reviewed them with the City, and on 

behalf of City staff offer the following responses, organized in the same order as presented in 

your original letter. 

1. North-South Road 

1.1 Given that at this time, there have been no formal development applications 

submitted for Creekside Phase 2, and City staff have yet to review the proposed 

smaller lots, the preferred alignment in the ESR will not be relocated to match your 

proposed site layout. 

It is noted, and acknowledged, that the final alignment will be refined through 

development applications.  There is sufficient wording in the ESR to allow the road 

to shift to your preferred alignment without amending the EA, should that be 

approved through the development process. 

1.2 For a four-lane cross-section, the MESP identified a right-of-way width of 33 

metres, and it also identified a right-of-way width of 26 metres for a two-lane cross-

section.  As the City does not typically have right-of-ways that are 33 metres wide, 

the City’s 30 m right-of-way has been recommended through this ESR.  This 

recommendation protects for an ultimate scenario. 

Give the proposed four-lane cross-section, and the design of the road as a 

collector road, pedestrian and cycling facilities will be required on both sides of the 

road.  This width also protects for turn lanes, either at intersections or into 

individual developments, which will be refined as development progresses. 

1.3 It is acknowledged that should Boychuk Drive not extend to Intermarket Road, the 

intersection of Intermarket Road and the North-South Collector Road would not be 

a roundabout and would likely be a through, continuous road. 
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Local services, water, storm and sanitary, will be determined through development 

applications and as such, will not be added to the ESR figures. 

2. Stormwater Management 

The intent of the Class EA Study was not to develop a stormwater management plan for 

the area, as that was previously done through the East Side Lands Master Drainage Plan. 

The Class EA preferred alternative confirms the level of quality and quantity controls 

required prior to discharge to Freeport Creek upstream and downstream of the Freeport 

SWM pond (Pond 130) outlet. 

The ESR has been revised to clarify that any required upstream controls can be a 

combination of on-site and end-of-pipe controls, as per the Master Drainage Plan.  As 

described in the preferred alternative, Pond 130 will not be providing controls for any 

proposed upstream development.  Also, as noted in the ESR, lands that naturally drain 

downstream of the new outlet will require stormwater controls prior to discharge to the 

creek. 

The detailed design of the Pond 130 outlet structure will review the merging of the various 

culverts and wildlife passages. 

3. Sanitary Pumping Station 

a) Acknowledged.  Phasing and timing will be reviewed through the design process. 

b) Acknowledged.  In order to install the forcemain as part of Creekside Phase 1A, 

sufficient design on the pumping station will need to have been completed to confirm 

the required forcemain diameters. 

c) The Region has indicated a constricted corridor along the Maple Grove Road.  Based 

on that, it is expected that a forcemain, rather than gravity sewer (at depth) and 

manholes, will be easier to route through the corridor to the available outlet.  The 

alignment and conveyance system is to be confirmed through detailed design. 

d) Agreed.  The sanitary pumping station and the outlet from the pumping station to 

Cherry Blossom Road are eligible for funding through development charges.  As the 

projects were not known projects at the time of the last DC update (2014), there are no 

current DC funds allocated to this infrastructure.  The City intends to include these 
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items in the next DC update (2019).  Capital projects for these items have been 

included in the 2019 capital budget based on DC funds being available in 2019. 

e) The potential for servicing of Creekside Phase 1A through private grinder pumps and 

forcemain is acknowledged.  Through the detailed engineering review for Phase 1A, 

design details have been requested confirming what size forcemain is required for the 

grinder pump systems.  With the low flows that have been indicated for Phase 1A, it is 

expected that a 150mm diameter forcemain will be too large for Phase 1A. 

While initial sanitary flows along the north-south road will correspond to the drainage area 

included in the ESR (Figure 7.1), this alignment is also the ultimate outlet for the broader 

East Side Lands.  As a result, there will be a need for a larger, deeper trunk sewer along 

the north-south road. 

To minimize costs and construction impacts, it is being recommended that the larger trunk 

sewer also be constructed with the north-south road through Creekside Phase 2.  The City 

has initiated discussions with the Region and Township regarding the ultimate servicing 

needs.  This will continue to be refined through the Creekside Phase 2 approval process. 

In summary, we acknowledge all your comments and feel the ESR has sufficient wording related 

to flexibility to allow these issues to be resolved through the detailed design process without 

having to amend the EA. 

We note that a Final ESR will be presented to City of Cambridge General Committee on May 30th 

(current timeline).  Based on endorsement of the preferred alternative by General Committee, 

followed by City of Cambridge Council on June 13th, the notice of completion will be posted, 

allowing for the 30 day review process to begin. 

 

Yours truly, 

 

 

 

 

Duane Lindner, P.Eng. 

Project Manager 
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Duane Lindner

From: Bowler, Aaron <aaron.bowler@nortonrosefulbright.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2017 5:47 PM

To: Duane Lindner; richard_tanner@cpr.ca

Cc: Sarah Austin; brunnshawe@cambridge.ca

Subject: RE: Request for Notice about matters affecting Creekside Lands

Thank you. Receipt acknowledged. 
  
Aaron J. Bowler  
Partner 
 
Norton Rose Fulbright Canada LLP / S.E.N.C.R.L., s.r.l. 

400 3rd Avenue SW, Suite 3700, Calgary Alberta T2P 4H2 Canada 
 

T: +1 403.267.8212  |  F: +1 403.264.5973 
 

aaron.bowler@nortonrosefulbright.com  

NORTON ROSE FULBRIGHT 
  

From: Duane Lindner [mailto:lindnerd@ae.ca]  

Sent: May-09-17 3:45 PM 

To: Bowler, Aaron; richard_tanner@cpr.ca 
Cc: Sarah Austin; brunnshawe@cambridge.ca 

Subject: FW: Request for Notice about matters affecting Creekside Lands 

  

Hello 

Further to a request by the City of Cambridge, we provide the attached formal correspondence for the North Cambridge 

Business Park Class EA.  The study area for this Class EA includes the Creekside development lands. 

  

Regards,  

Duane Lindner, P.Eng. 

Project Manager 
Associated Engineering (Ont.) Ltd. 
508 Riverbend Drive - Suite 302, Kitchener, ON   N2K 3S2  
Tel: 226.214.3238 | Cel: 226-791-4399 

  
You may unsubscribe from Associated Engineering electronic communications at any time.  

  

You may unsubscribe from Associated's electronic communications at any time. 

Law around the world 

nortonrosefulbright.com 
 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email is confidential and may be privileged. If you are not the intended recipient please notify the sender immediately and delete it.  
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Duane Lindner

From: Sarah Austin <AustinS@cambridge.ca>

Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 2:37 PM

To: Peter Neu

Cc: Duane Lindner

Subject: RE: North Cambridge Business Park

Good afternoon, 
 
Thank you for your comments.   
 
As you are aware, these lands have been the source of various studies, some of which are still on-
going. 
 
These lands were originally identified by the Region as an area for future employment growth.  As the 
lands are on the eastern side of the Region of Waterloo, they became known as the “East Side 
Lands”.  However, as the City began more focused work on the area, including the current study 
related to the North-South Collector Road, there was confusion about where the lands were, as many 
assumed based on the term east side lands, that they were on the east side of the City.   As a result, 
the City has been referring to the area as the North Cambridge Business Park.  Other than changing 
the way we reference the lands, there have been no other changes, and any comments or concerns 
you’ve previously identified to staff are still valid. 
 
The Business Park names applies to the lands that have been identified for future employment 
growth.  For the current project, the study area was a larger area that included the residential lands 
along Allendale.  This allowed the lands to be considered in the road and servicing alternatives, it 
does not imply the residential lands are included in the future employment land area. 
 
Along with our study to select a preferred route for the new road, City planning staff are also working 
on Official Plan and Zoning Bylaw Amendments, which would define the types of uses for the lands in 
this area.  The planning work was started a few years ago, and there were a series of neighbourhood 
meetings.  That work was put on hold when the Region’s Official Plan was appealed.  The appeals 
have since been resolved, and the City planners have begun work on this area again.  Planning staff 
will be holding neighbourhood meetings in the early fall to discuss the Official Plan and Zoning Bylaw 
amendments, including the transition areas between existing development and new development.   
 
We would note that the current study identified a preferred road alignment, but the transition zones 
will be established through the planning work. 
 
With regards to the wildlife crossing, the preferred road alignment does include provisions for a 
wildlife crossing in the area of the creek.  The exact details of the crossing will be determined through 
the detailed design of the road. 
 
I have passed along your name and email address to Kathy Padgett, the City planner who is working 
on the amendments, to ensure you are on the mailing list for any information about the upcoming 
meetings. 
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I trust the above response provides some clarification on the ongoing work and next steps as they 
relate to the planning process.    If you have any further questions or comments, please do not 
hesitate to contact me.  If your comments relate specifically to the planning issues, you can contact 
Kathy Padgett directly via email at PadgettK@cambridge.ca 
 
Regards,  
 
Sarah Austin, P. Eng. 
Manager of Development Engineering 
 
City of Cambridge 
Development & Infrastructure Department 
50 Dickson Street, 3rd Floor 
Cambridge, ON  N1R 5W8 
Phone: 519-621-0740 ext. 4552 
Fax: 519-740-7729 
Email: austins@cambridge.ca 

 

From: Peter Neu [mailto:petepatneu@hotmail.com]  

Sent: Monday, May 29, 2017 8:13 PM 

To: Sarah Austin 
Cc: lindnerd@ae.ca 

Subject: North Cambridge Business Park 

 

 

As follow-up to my phone conversation with Duane Linder, I have some concerns with the plan. 

 

Why is this suddenly called north Cambridge business park , is it still not eastside lands, does this mean a 

change in policy, do we have re submit our concerns we submitted as a neighborhood? 

 

Why are the residential houses  on Allendale near Fountain st included in the business park ? 

  

Our concern has been the buffer zone  , there had been public meetings with the city in this regard, but 

suddenly they were ended with explanation. We are concerned the buffer zones set up for this new plan will 

set a precedent for the other residential areas along Banat Rd. Riverbank and Allendale Rd. 

 

There is to be a wild life corridor to go under or over the north south collector rd,this was set out at an earlier 

date, it should cross  the road at approx. by the letter S of the word south of the new road. A tunnel under the 

road must be large enough for Deer. 

This area has been under high hunting pressure for a few years now, so this corridor is necessary to help 

maintain wild life population. 

 

Sorry for the late rushed response to the plan, please feel contact me at  petepatneu@hotmail.com 

 

Regards   Peter Neu 

I Add to dictionary  

  

Sent from Outlook 
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Duane Lindner

From: Sarah Austin <AustinS@cambridge.ca>

Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 9:55 AM

To: Marie Adam

Cc: Duane Lindner

Subject: RE: North Cambridge Business Park

Good morning, 
 
Thank you for your comments. 
 
As you are likely aware, this area of Cambridge is the source of various studies.  Our study was to 
select a preferred route for the new road.  City planning staff are also working on Official Plan and 
Zoning Bylaw Amendments which would define the types of uses for the lands in this area.  As 
previously identified, there will be a transition zone between Riverbank Drive and the new 
development.  What the transition zone looks like (berms, fences, trees, buildings, etc.) will be 
developed through the ongoing planning work.  Until the planning work is complete, staff can’t confirm 
exactly what the transition zone between Riverbank Drive and any new development will look like. 
 
At this time, there are no official development plans that have been submitted for any of the lands, 
however, the preferred road alignment would allow for developments on both sides of the new road, 
along with appropriate transitioning.   
 
Planning staff will be holding neighbourhood meetings in early fall to discuss the Official Plan and 
Zoning Bylaw amendments, and those discussions will include the transition areas.  I have passed 
along your name and email address to Kathy Padgett, the planner who is working on the 
amendments, to ensure you are on the mailing list for any information about the upcoming meetings. 
 
I realize my response doesn’t fully address your comments, but I hope it provides some clarification 
on the ongoing work and next steps as they relate to the planning process.   
 
If you have any further questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me.  If your 
comments relate specifically to the planning issues, you can contact Kathy Padgett directly via email 
at PadgettK@cambridge.ca 
 
Regards,  
 
Sarah Austin, P. Eng. 
Manager of Development Engineering 
 
City of Cambridge 
Development & Infrastructure Department 
50 Dickson Street, 3rd Floor 
Cambridge, ON  N1R 5W8 
Phone: 519-621-0740 ext. 4552 
Fax: 519-740-7729 
Email: austins@cambridge.ca 
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From: Marie Adam [mailto:Marie@pioneercraftsmen.com]  

Sent: Sunday, May 28, 2017 7:15 PM 

To: Sarah Austin; lindnerd@ae.ca 
Subject: North Cambridge Business Park 

 

Dear Ms. Austin & Mr. Lindner: 

 

We have received your Newsletter No. 2 in which you mention to send question and comments to you. 

We live at 318 Riverbank Drive, near Allendale. Our question/concern relates to the North-South Collector Road. Will 

there be buildings on either side of this road? It appears to be about 0.3 km from Riverbank.  We have been told at 

previous meetings there will be a buffer zone and a berm separating the buildings from Riverbank Dr. The distance of 0.3 

km seems short to fit a buffer, berm and building before the Collector Road and we are concerned the buffer and berm 

may be eliminated. 

 

Can you confirm that there will indeed be a buffer and berm separating Riverbank Drive from the Employment Lands? 

Thank you 

 

Regards 

Gary and Marie Adam 

 

 

  

This communication is confidential and may contain information protected by Privacy 

legislation. Unauthorized use is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended 

recipient or have received this communication in error, please notify the sender  

immediately by telephone..  
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Duane Lindner

From: pastport <pastport@ontario.ca>

Sent: Tuesday, June 06, 2017 9:35 AM

To: lmerritt@asiheritage.ca

Cc: austins@cambridge.ca; Duane Lindner; PastPort@ontario.ca

Subject: ENTERED INTO REGISTER: Archaeological Report for P094-0202-2016  / *

Attachments: ENTERED INTO REGISTER Archaeological Report for P094-0202-2016.pdf

Dear Lisa Merritt, 

The ministry has reviewed the Revised report for PIF P094-0202-2016 submitted by you as a condition of your 

licence. 

This report has been deemed compliant with ministry requirements for archaeological fieldwork and reporting. 

It has been entered into the Ontario Public Register of Archaeological Reports. Please refer to the attached 

letter to see the result of this review. 

Note: the ministry makes no representation or warrant as to the completeness, accuracy or quality of reports in 

the register. 

Development proponents and approval authorities: the Ontario Ministry of Tourism, Culture and 

Sport has copied you on this email as you have been identified by the consultant archaeologist as either the 

proponent or approval authority for this project. 

Please do not  reply to this e-mail. The message will be undeliverable and we are unable to respond from this 

address. 

If you have any questions about this report email us at: Archaeology@ontario.ca 

Thank you, 

Jessica Marr 

Jessica.Marr@ontario.ca 



 
 
Jun 6, 2017 
 
Lisa Merritt (P094) 
ASI Archaeological and Cultural Heritage Services 
528 Bathurst Street Toronto ON M5S 2P9
 

 
 
 
Dear Ms. Merritt:
 
 
This office has reviewed the above-mentioned report, which has been submitted to this ministry as a
condition of licensing in accordance with Part VI of the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, c 0.18.1 This
review  has  been  carried  out  in  order  to  determine  whether  the  licensed  professional  consultant
archaeologist has met the terms and conditions of their licence, that the licensee assessed the property
and documented archaeological resources using a process that accords with the 2011 Standards and
Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists set by the ministry, and that the archaeological fieldwork and
report recommendations are consistent with the conservation, protection and preservation of the cultural
heritage of Ontario.
 
 
The report documents the assessment/mitigation of the study area as depicted in Figures 7 and 8 of the
above titled report and recommends the following:
 
 
1. Most of the study area retains archaeological potential. These lands require Stage 2 archaeological
assessment by test-pit survey or pedestrian survey, both at five metre intervals, where appropriate, prior to
any proposed impacts to the property; 
 
2.  The remainder of  the study area does not retain archaeological  potential  on account of  deep and
extensive land disturbance and low and wet conditions. These lands do not require further archaeological
assessment; and, 
 
3. Should the proposed work extend beyond the current study area then further Stage 1 archaeological
assessment should be conducted to determine the archaeological potential of the surrounding lands.
 
 
Based on the information contained in the report, the ministry is satisfied that the fieldwork and reporting for
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the archaeological  assessment are consistent with the ministry's 2011 Standards and Guidelines for
Consultant Archaeologists and the terms and conditions for archaeological licences. This report has been
entered into the Ontario Public Register of Archaeological Reports. Please note that the ministry makes no
representation or warranty as to the completeness, accuracy or quality of reports in the register.
 
 
Should you require any further information regarding this matter, please feel free to contact me.
 
 
Sincerely,
 
Jessica Marr 
Archaeology Review Officer
 
 

 
 
1In no way will the ministry be liable for any harm, damages, costs, expenses, losses, claims or actions that may result: (a) if the Report(s) or its
recommendations are discovered to be inaccurate, incomplete, misleading or fraudulent; or (b) from the issuance of this letter. Further measures
may need to be taken in the event that additional artifacts or archaeological sites are identified or the Report(s) is otherwise found to be inaccurate,
incomplete, misleading or fraudulent.

cc. Archaeology Licensing Officer
Duane Lindner,Associated Engineering
Sarah Austin,City of Cambridge
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Duane Lindner

From: jjmh@sympatico.ca

Sent: Tuesday, June 20, 2017 10:22 AM

To: Sarah Austin

Cc: Duane Lindner

Subject: Re: North Cambridge Business Park,Class Environmental Assessment, Newsletter No. 2, 

May 2017

Thank you for letting us know about the status of things. We will gladly provide input as things move along.  

With much appreciation,  

John & Maria Hofstetter  

 

Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphone on the Bell network. 

From: Sarah Austin 

Sent: Tuesday, June 20, 2017 09:13 

To: jjmh@sympatico.ca 
Cc: Duane Lindner 

Subject: RE: North Cambridge Business Park,Class Environmental Assessment, Newsletter No. 2, May 2017 

 
Good morning, 
  
Thank you for your comments.  The detailed design process for the new road will look at the location and 
design for any required accesses from the new road to adjacent properties.  The EA study included a very 
preliminary design for the road, which tries to match into existing ground as much as possible.  As a result, 
there should be no major issues with creating accesses into the adjacent lands.  When the detailed design 
process gets underway, we will be in contact with you to review your needs and how they can best be 
accommodated. 
  
I hope that is the information you’re looking for.  If you need anything else, or have any other questions, please 
do not hesitate to contact us. 
  
Regards,  
  
Sarah Austin, P. Eng. 
Manager of Development Engineering 

  
City of Cambridge 

Development & Infrastructure Department 
50 Dickson Street, 3rd Floor 
Cambridge, ON  N1R 5W8 

Phone: 519-621-0740 ext. 4552 

Fax: 519-740-7729 

Email: austins@cambridge.ca 

  

From: j&m [mailto:jjmh@sympatico.ca]  

Sent: Friday, June 16, 2017 4:36 PM 

To: Sarah Austin; lindnerd@ae.ca 
Subject: North Cambridge Business Park,Class Environmental Assessment, Newsletter No. 2, May 2017 

  

We are submitting comments in regard to this Class EA Study. You will find them in the attachment found with this 

email.  
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We look forward to hearing from you. 

  

John and Maria Hofstetter 

  

 

Virus-free. www.avg.com  

  

This communication is confidential and may contain information protected by Privacy 

legislation. Unauthorized use is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended 

recipient or have received this communication in error, please notify the sender  

immediately by telephone.  

 

 



June 16, 2017 

 

Re:  North Cambridge Business Park 

 Class Environmental Assessment 

Newsletter No. 2  

May 2017 

  

Attention:  Sarah Austin, P. Eng.    Mr. Duane Lindner, P. Eng. 

  Manager of Development Engineering  Project Manager 

City of Cambridge    Associated Engineering (Ont.) Ltd. 

austins@cambridge.ca    lindnerd@ae.ca 

 

 

From:  John and Maria Hofstetter 

  215 Allendale Road 

  Cambridge, ON    N3H 4R6 

519 650-1061 

  jjmh@sympatico.ca 

 

We have seen that the alignment of the Proposed North-South Collector Road goes through our 

property south of Allendale Road. It splits our fields into 2 sections one on the east side and the other on 

the west side. Our concern is about the access entry ways that we will need to enter our land to 

continue our farming practices. The accesses need to be wide enough to accommodate large equipment 

that is used by ourselves and our custom operator . Our hope is to see an entry point south of Allendale 

Road which would allow us to move between the fields east and west of the Proposed North-South 

Collector Road. An entry into fields on both sides of the Proposed North-South Collector Road off of 

Allendale into each of the fields would be needed also to allow us to function with the least amount of 

disruption to our business as possible despite the new road. 

Our hope is that these issues have been or will be addressed at the same time that this new Proposed 

North-South Collector Road is being considered. 

 

We look forward to hearing your input on this matter, 

 

Respectfully, 

 

 

John and Maria Hofstetter  
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